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U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,
Washington, DC.

UNIFIED COMMANDERS ON THEIR MILITARY STRATEGY
AND OPERATIONAL REQUIREMENTS
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OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN WARNER,
CHAIRMAN

Chairman WARNER. The hearing will come to order. As you are
well aware, we are having a vote in the Senate, and as a con-
sequence many of our colleagues are in transit from the Senate
floor back to the committee.

The committee meets this morning for the first of a series of
hearings on the status and requirements of our regional com-
mands. Today we have two of our most distinguished regional com-
manders, Gen. Joseph W. Ralston, USAF, Commander in Chief,
U.S. European Command, and Supreme Allied Commander, Eu-
rope; and Gen. Tommy R. Franks, USA, Commander in Chief, U.S.
Central Command.

Clearly, you individually and those in your commands are on the
very forefront of the risks that our men and women of the Armed
Forces take the world over, but particularly in your two areas. You
represent the finest troops that this country has ever produced,
and they are not only carrying out faithfully the orders of the Com-
mander in Chief, but doing so in keeping with the finest traditions
of our U.S. military.

We rely on your unique perspectives as we here in Congress
strive to fulfill our constitutional responsibilities as a co-equal
branch of Government in providing for those troops and their fami-
lies.

As we meet this morning, the largest contingency operations the
U.S. military is engaged in around the world are in the Central
Command and the European Command. Over 20,000 U.S. troops
are stationed in Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, and Turkey and, indeed, the
waters surrounding them, to enforce the no-fly zones over Northern
and Southern Iraq and to help provide for the defense of Kuwait.

In Bosnia, we have entered our fifth year of peacekeeping duties
with over 5,000 U.S. troops participating in NATO’s Stability Force
(SFOR) operation, 4,600 of whom are in the Bosnia region. I know
there are plans to somewhat reduce those forces in keeping with
the objectives of the President. I support the President in this, and
we look forward to your comments. I think we are doing it in a
very orderly way, in consultation with our allies, and in no way in
derogation of our commitment as a full partner to NATO in this
and all other responsibilities that we collectively face with that his-
toric treaty organization.

In Kosovo, almost 6,000 U.S. troops participate in NATO’s
Kosovo Force (KFOR) operation, 5,500 of whom are in-country.
With the rising tension in neighboring Macedonia, I am increas-
ingly concerned, as we all are, about the safety of our troops in the
Balkans, particularly those stationed in Kosovo and near Macedo-
nia. If we are not careful, those troops and other NATO troops
could be drawn into the conflict more than they are today. We will
hear from you, General Ralston, on this developing situation.

This past year has also seen its share of tragedy, particularly in
the Central Command’s area of operation. The devastating terrorist
attack of the U.S.S. Cole in the Port of Aden on October 12 last
year, and the training accident in Kuwait just a week or so ago,
brings home to all Americans the very real dangers our men and



3

women in uniform face every day. There are enormous risks in car-
rying out their missions in the cause of freedom.

The U.S.S. Cole tragedy also highlighted the growing terrorist
threat facing our Nation and our military forward-deployed units,
and the need for additional force protection measures to protect our
soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines. General Franks, we look to
you to provide the committee with an update of the steps you have
taken since the U.S.S. Cole attack, and the views that you have for
the future as to that force protection enhancement within your
area of responsibility. We would also like you to reexamine the en-
gagement policy which led our forces into that region, and the ne-
cessity to continue that engagement policy, but I presume under
somewhat different conditions. We welcome your testimony.

Before we begin, I would like to enter into the record at this time
statements by Senator Strom Thurmond and Senator Jim Bunning.

[The prepared statements of Senator Thurmond and Senator
Bunning follow:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY SENATOR STROM THURMOND

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

General Ralston and General Franks, I want to join the Chairman and the mem-
bers of this committee in welcoming you.

Mr. Chairman, General Ralston and General Franks represent regions of the
world in which the United States has a vital interest and has expended huge re-
sources to secure peace and stability. Yet, more than 10 years after the end of the
Cold War and the devastation in the desert of Iraq, our forces are deployed on com-
mitments that appear to have no ending in the very same regions. In hindsight, we
should have taken a different approach to the situations in the Balkans and Iraq.
I hope that both our witnesses will focus on the future and on how we can end the
cycle of violence in these regions. More importantly, I hope they will give us their
perspective on how we can minimize the impact of the commitments in Kosovo and
Southwest Asia on our troops and the readiness of our Armed Forces.

Mr. Chairman, I am also very interested in the quality of life of our forces sta-
tioned in Europe and those deployed to the Persian Gulf region. In particular, after
the U.S.S. Cole incident, I would like to hear the witnesses’ views on force protection
and the terrorist threat facing our military personnel.

Mr. Chairman, I look forward to today’s testimony and again want to thank Gen-
eral Ralston and General Franks and the soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines they
represent for their dedication and professionalism.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

PREPARED STATEMENT BY SENATOR JIM BUNNING

General Ralston and General Franks, thank you for coming before this committee
today. We appreciate your service to this country.

Like my other colleagues, I applaud our men and women in uniform. They are
indeed the best in the world. However, I have concerns about our military being
stretched too thin and stressed, and participating in areas of the world where I be-
lieve we may have no national security interest. I fear that this is affecting our mili-
tary’s readiness and operations, as well as the safety and morale of our troops.

I've expressed my frustration before about our military’s chain of command sys-
tem. It is tough to get the truth and expertise that we need on these issues because
of the chain of command.

We know the President is the Commander in Chief. Whatever his policy is, you
have to salute and come over here and do it. I understand that. But it makes it
very frustrating for us because we need to hear your expertise. Because you are the
experts and the ones directly involved in these operations.

This committee is trying to work with you to be helpful. If we don’t get candid
answers from you all, then we simply can’t do our jobs. Therefore, you can’t do your
job the way you’d like to do it, and neither can our troops.
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So we would appreciate candor. We don’t want your candor as soon as you retire
and put on a suit. 'm always amazed how those who retire from the military, as
soon as they put on a suit, say, “Now let me tell you how it really is.”

Chairman WARNER. Now, Senator Levin will be forthcoming. I
think in the need of time we have to get underway. Do you all have
a preference as to who would like to proceed?

General FRANKS. I will defer to General Ralston.

Chairman WARNER. All right.

General Ralston.

STATEMENT OF GEN. JOSEPH W. RALSTON, USAF, COM-
MANDER IN CHIEF, U.S. EUROPEAN COMMAND, SUPREME
ALLIED COMMANDER, EUROPE

General RALSTON. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much for the
opportunity to appear before the committee today, along with my
colleague, General Franks. I would like to submit my statement for
the record——

Chairman WARNER. Without objection.

General RALSTON.—and then spend a few moments here on oral
testimony, if I may.

I would draw your attention to the poster board that we have
over here and just—I know you know this, Mr. Chairman, but for
some of our other people that are watching here, sometimes I feel
that the U.S. European Command Area of Responsibility (EUCOM
AOR) may be misnamed, because it includes a lot more than Eu-
rope. It stretches, as you see, from the northern part of Norway to
the end of South Africa. It includes the Middle East countries of
Israel, Syria, and Lebanon. It includes all of Africa that you see
there in green on that map.
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Mr. Chairman, that encompasses 91 countries, and we have a lit-
tle over 100,000 troops that are forward-based in the EUCOM the-
ater to engage with these 91 countries.

Now, I might add that that is 8 percent of our uniformed Active
Duty military. I do not believe that is too big of a price to pay for
engagement with those 91 countries.

I would also add that those troops, being forward-based in Eu-
rope, as you can see on the map, are that much closer to General
Franks’ AOR should he need help there for redeployment.

I have some operations that I would like to talk about that are
ongoing within the EUCOM AOR, and I would like to start with
Operation Northern Watch, and if I could talk for a few minutes
about this, and then, Mr. Chairman, as I understand later on per-
haps we could have an opportunity go into closed session where we
could talk about this in more detail.
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Chairman WARNER. You are correct. We can do that in 222 Rus-
sell.

General RALSTON. First of all, as you can see, in Operation
Northern Watch I support General Franks in his operation overall
in Iraq, and what I am talking about here is just the northern part
of that, which is the no-fly zone north of the 36th parallel.

ONW LAUNCH PKG

! 4 F-15

| 8F-16

9 F-16CJ/EA6-B

4 RECONNAISSANCE
*RC-135
*UK JAGUARS

1 AWACS

5 US TANKERS

2 UK TANKERS

8 Combat Search & Rescue
*2 C-130

*4 HH-60 / ‘ :
*2 A-10 SANDY 3 | INT'L FLIGHT ROUTE |
| R21/ATS1

2 Turkish AF F-4 Escort
| 43 Total

UNCLASSIFIED

I thought it might be useful to show a typical mission. We take
off out of Incirlik Air Base in Turkey. You fly to the east for about
an hour. You form up where those little circles are in different or-
bits, with a rather large force, about 40-some airplanes. There are
tankers, there are Airborne Warning and Control System
(AWACS), there are F-15s, F-16s, EA—6Bs for defense suppression,
there are reconnaissance airplanes, there are U.K. aircraft, there
are Turkish aircraft that are involved in this. We then go into
northern Iraq. A typical mission may be 3 hours long, and then an-
other hour back home.

Now, this is all done in support of our national policy, and what
I am about to say is in no way intended to say that we have it
wrong, or that we cannot support it, but I also want to get the facts
on the record.

Let me give you an example of last year. In 2000 we flew in the
north about 7,500 sorties. Now, this is not without risk, Mr. Chair-
man. I know you know that, but over 250 times last year our peo-
ple were fired at that we know of.

We responded over 60 times. That is more than once a week, and
I might add that we are flying a lot of single-engine aircraft over
northern Iraq. We have been doing that for a long time, and if the
law of averages caught up with us, we should have had engine fail-
ure by now.
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We willingly accept that risk, but I just want to point out to the
committee that it is not a risk-free operation that our men and
women are carrying out in Operation Northern Watch.

Next I would like to talk about Bosnia for a moment. We have
had an operation ongoing, a NATO operation in Bosnia. Sometimes
people do not realize the progress that has been made. In 1996,
when we went into Bosnia, as you see on the blue bar on that chart
we had 60,000 forces that went into Bosnia. Those forces depicted
in red are the U.S. forces. That was 20,000. We were 33 percent
of the force in 1996.

SFOR

70,000

60,000 -

50,000 -

40,000 -

30,000 1

20,000 - s

10,000 - 26% Igoo/. . s

R T 1998 2000 2001

|msForToTAL| 60,000 | 33000 | 25000 [ 19,000
|msFor us 20,000 7,900 5,000 3,550 ®)

|l SFOR TOTAL B SFOR US

Based on the improved conditions on the ground, and in con-
sultation with our NATO allies, we were able to draw that force
down, and as you notice today, we are just right at 20,000. The
U.S. has just a tad over 4,000. We are about 20 percent of the
force. I got approval from NATO, supported by the administration,
just in the last couple of weeks, to make a further reduction in
those forces. I think here in a few months we will be down to prob-
ably 3,500 Americans. We will be about 18 percent of the force.

So I think that chart dramatically shows the progress that we
are making in terms of not only the conditions on the ground that
allowed that, but in the drawdown of the forces.

Let me talk for a moment about Kosovo.

Chairman WARNER. Before you leave that subject, is it your pro-
fessional judgment that that force level, be it ours or the combined
force levels, is still essential to reach the goals that the United Na-
tions and ourselves and our allies have set? That is where we fall
into problems here. We put our troops somewhere, and then we are
distracted, or go look at other situations. That situation in Bosnia
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has quieted down, it is not on the front pages. Who is looking to
determine whether that level, indeed, is still necessary?

General RALSTON. Mr. Chairman, every 6 months we do a re-
view, in conjunction with our allies in NATO, and you are correct.
It is my judgment that—well, first of all, the situation on the
ground has improved dramatically since 1995.

Chairman WARNER. Basically no conflict.

General RALSTON. The reason that there is no conflict there
today is because we have had those forces there. I do not want to
keep forces there any longer than necessary, but at the same time,
we need to keep forces there in order to keep that safe and secure
environment.

Now, on a military aspect we have made enormous progress. In
fairness, I must also tell you that economically, politically, we still
have a ways to go, and we need to continue to keep that pressure
on, but I would not recommend back to NATO, nor to the adminis-
tration, nor to the Congress of the United States, that we do some-
thing that I do not believe is militarily sound. I fully support this
force level, this reduction. We will continue to look for ways to
bring that down, to ease the burden, but at the same time, we have
a mission to carry out, and I want to make sure that we can do
that.

Chairman WARNER. What you are saying is that ethnic tensions
that gave rise to that conflict are still there with such force and
effect that if you pulled out the troops there would be a war tomor-
row.

General RALSTON. Well, it is my professional judgment that if we
precipitously pulled out the troops right now, that conflict would
start again. Whether it is tomorrow or next week, people can de-
bate.

With regard to Kosovo, let me show you a similar chart here. In
1999, when our forces went into Kosovo, we had about 47,000
troops from 39 nations, by the way. Sometimes people erroneously
think that the United States is pulling the bulk of this effort, but
you can see there, 39 nations went together with 47,000 troops. We
had about 7,000 Americans.
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Today, overall we have about 42,000 troops in the Kosovo force.
About 37,000 of those are in Kosovo itself, and another approxi-
mately 5,000 are in Macedonia. The U.S. contribution is about
5,500 people inside of Kosovo, and that varies between 13 and 14
percent of the force, so my message here is, this is not a U.S. oper-
ation. The U.S. troops are represented in the red that is on there,
and the other nations, the other 38 nations are carrying the bulk
of the operation that is there.

Next, please. There has been a lot of interest in the press in the
past few days on Macedonia. Let me talk about that, if I might for
a moment, in open session here, and perhaps we can go into more
detail in the closed session. Let me have the big map first. This is
Kosovo right here.
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Central Balkan Region
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Chairman WARNER. The problem with that is that this is being
transcribed for use by many others.

General RALSTON. Let me talk to colors. The country in orange
is Macedonia, that is what we are talking about.

Now, if you would come down to the southeast there, in Greece,
at the top of that border, you will see Thessaloniki. Point out
Thessaloniki, right there. That is where all of our supplies going
into Kosovo come into that port. They then go overland, up through
the orange country of Macedonia, into Kosovo, which is right at
that point, right there.

Now, as I said before, we have about 5,000 of the KFOR forces,
mostly supply troops, mostly logistics troops that are in Macedonia.
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One of the things that is of concern when we have the instability
there is our supply route, so I have recommended to NATO, and
NATO is looking at alternate ways of making sure that we can sup-
ply our forces that are in Kosovo.

One way to do that is through Albania. Another way is through
Montenegro. Another way is through southern Serbia, as our rela-
tionships with Belgrade have improved, and we are doing the pru-
dent planning now that would allow us to have alternative supply
routes.

The problem in Macedonia itself—let me go to the next chart. On
this same map, you see where Kosovo is there, and notice the area
in blue that goes into southern Serbia and down into Macedonia.
Those areas in blue are those areas in Serbia and in Macedonia
where there is a majority Albanian population. Even in Serbia,
that area in blue, they have greater than 50 percent Albanian pop-
ulation there. In Macedonia itself you have about a 65-35 split.
About 65 percent of the population is Slavik, about 35 percent is
Albanian.

KOSOVO CLOSE-UPS
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PODGORICA i .
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FYROM and Southern Serbia
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The Government of Macedonia is a democratically elected Gov-
ernment, and it is a coalition Government, including members of
the Albanian population. We have encouraged the Macedonian
Government to give political access and economic opportunity to
the minority Albanian citizens that are there.

The extremists that you hear about in the paper, right now I be-
lieve this is not something to be alarmed about. It is something al-
ways of concern when you have potential violence, but we believe
that there are approximately 100 extremist Albanians that are in-
volved in the hostilities.

My advice to NATO has been that we need to condemn extre-
mism wherever it comes from, and in this particular case from the
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Albanian extremists. We need to encourage the Macedonian Gov-
ernment to give political access to all their citizens, and I do be-
lieve that we can bilaterally, the nations can help the Government
of Macedonia. They can help them diplomatically, politically, eco-
nomically, and we in NATO and in the Kosovo force need to do our
part inside Kosovo to make sure that there are not armed extrem-
ists coming from Kosovo into Macedonia. We can talk more about
that in detail in the closed session.

Chairman WARNER. The Secretary-General said he needed 1,400
additional troops. Now, could you speak to your military judgment
as to that request, and most specifically, how it would affect the
U.S. and our U.S. response? As a participant we wish to bear our
share of the burdens and the risks in this operation.

General RALSTON. Yes, sir. Unfortunately, if I could say this,
when the Secretary-General made his comments it was in a news
conference that was associated with Macedonia. In fact, the two
battalions that we asked for several weeks ago are to replace some
Portuguese troops that are leaving. They have not left yet, but two
companies to do that, and for some of the activities there.

Now, some of the nations have come forward and said that they
will provide additional troops to back-fill. My judgment right now
is, we do not need additional American forces. I think we are carry-
ing our proper share of that at this time, and I think we are going
to be OK.

Now, what we have done, we have taken forces out of that 37,000
that are in Kosovo, and we have moved more forces down to the
border to do a more effective job of patrolling the border.

Mr. Chairman, I would also like to point out that this is an enor-
mously difficult border to police. It is very mountainous terrain. It
is wooded. There are trails that have gone back and forth across
for centuries. The people there do not know there is a border there.
I mean, they have brothers and sisters and uncles and aunts that
live on either side of that. They have traded back and forth for cen-
turies, and so it is enormously difficult to seal that border. I think
that would be a mistake for us to set that as the goal, or the mis-
sion.

Now, we can do, I think, a good job of making sure that there
are not armed extremists that are going back and forth, and that
is what we should be concentrating on from a NATO perspective
on our side of the border.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to spend a moment talking about Af-
rica. We have significant problems in Africa in terms of economic,
political, humanitarian issues. We are working with many of the
countries in Africa to address this. We have just recently trained
two battalions of the Nigerian Army for their further employment
in Sierra Leone. We are about to undertake training a Ghana bat-
talion in Ghana, and a Senegalese battalion in Senegal, and then
the plan is to go back and train some additional Nigerian battal-
ions.

This is, I think, a proper role for us to try to help the African
nations deal with the problems that they have there. I do not want
anyone on the committee to be surprised if you hear that we have
American soldiers in Ghana, or Senegal, or Nigeria. What they are
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there doing are training the local battalions for their employment
in support of the United Nations in Sierra Leone.

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion, there are two issues that I have
worked hard with the Pentagon in terms of resources for the
EUCOM area, and only two issues. I had two major budget issues
that I worked with them, and that was for real property mainte-
nance and for military construction in the European theater.

Mr. Chairman, I know you know this, but 10 years ago we had
about 360,000 troops in Europe, and we drew them down to just
a little over 100,000. Now, it was a proper decision back in 1991
to not spend money on military construction and real property
maintenance until we knew what we were going to keep in Europe.

Mr. Chairman, unfortunately, we went for the better part of a
decade without any military construction or real property mainte-
nance, and as a result, the soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines
that are living and working in EUCOM are in facilities that I am
not very proud of. Here are some pictures, for example, of barracks
problems that we have in EUCOM. Next slide, please.

EUCOM
#ll FAMILY HOUSING

I Family Housing, Germany ‘

Military family housing is a problem. Let me outline the stand-
ards that we have for our military housing, and I believe the Amer-
ican people would understand this. If you have a family that is big
enough that entitles you to a three-bedroom apartment, we believe
that you ought to have two bathrooms for that apartment. We be-
lieve you ought to have a stove and a refrigerator in the kitchen,
and we believe you ought to have a washer and a dryer in that
apartment.
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EUCOM BARRACKS

i Souda Bai‘ Greece | ' Ramstein AB, Germany

Many of these are three-story walkup apartments. We have
young mothers that have two or three young children. For her to
wash the clothes she has to go down three or four flights of stairs
to the basement. What does she do with the young children while
she is doing that? She has to carry them along with the laundry
downstairs to do that.

I do not believe that is asking too much for these standards, and
I must tell you, Mr. Chairman, even with these very modest stand-
ards, 69 percent of our Army families in Europe are living in condi-
tions that do not meet those standards of a washer and a dryer,
a stove and a refrigerator, and two bathrooms.

Mr. Chairman, when I worked this with the Pentagon, I briefed
the Joint Chiefs, I briefed the Defense Resources Board, I talked
to the Secretary of Defense, and I believe that I have a sympathetic
ear. I do not know what will be in the budget when it comes over.
I have not seen that, but if it comes over the way that I hope that
it does, I would encourage the support of the committee.

Mr. Chairman, thank you for the opportunity to appear before
you today.

[The prepared statement of General Ralston follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY GEN. JOSEPH W. RALSTON, USAF
INTRODUCTION

Mr. Chairman, distinguished members of the committee, it is my privilege to ap-
pear before you as Commander in Chief, United States European Command
(USEUCOM), to discuss the posture of U.S. Forces. First, however, I want to make
a few comments about the area in question.

The U.S. European Command encompasses American military activities in over
13 million square miles of the globe and includes 91 sovereign nations. It stretches
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from the northern tip of Norway to South Africa, and from the Atlantic seaboard
of Europe and Africa, to parts of the Middle East and out beyond the Black Sea.

I began my tenure in the U.S. European Command last May. Since my arrival,
our men and women have continued to carry out a multitude of operational commit-
ments throughout Europe, Africa, the Levant, the waters of the Mediterranean, the
skies over Iraq, and throughout the Balkans in support of the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO), commitments to our regional friends and allies, and our na-
tional interests. Additionally, there are new opportunities in this theater—opportu-
nities that properly approached will further strengthen the international position of
the United States. These opportunities include working with African allies to im-
prove their peacekeeping capabilities, engagement with Russia and the countries of
the Caucasus region, U.S. influence on the evolving European defense posture and
the future of NATO, and the enhancement of important and vital interests to the
economic and national security of the United States. Our forward presence in Eu-
rope, engagement programs in Africa and Eastern Europe, and the ability to deploy
and respond quickly and effectively throughout the region contributes to the preser-
vation of stability throughout much of the area of responsibility (AOR).

While success should be acknowledged, we must exercise continued vigilance by
pursuing modernization to meet ongoing requirements, as well as develop future
forces to take advantage of key strategic opportunities as they arise. Inadequate
funding for, and attention to, critical readiness and modernization issues will jeop-
ardize the careful balance between USEUCOM’s missions and available resources.
Like operation and maintenance (O&M) dollars, modernization funding must also be
balanced to ensure resources remain proportionate to mission requirements. Amer-
ican military personnel positioned overseas and going about the business of the Na-
tion every day have proven time and again that they are our greatest national re-
source. Like every national asset, they require care and cultivation to ensure they
maintain the capability edge over any potential adversary. Addressing critical qual-
ity of life, military construction (MILCON), real property maintenance (RPM), and
modernization needs is central toward maintaining this edge.

During my comments today, I will discuss the status of many programs. I should
note, however, that the programs I will discuss, and their associated funding levels
may change as a result of the Secretary’s strategy review that will guide future deci-
sions on military spending. The administration will determine final 2002 and out-
year funding levels only when the review is complete. I ask that you consider my
comments in that light.

A CHANGING AND CHALLENGING STRATEGIC ENVIRONMENT—READINESS

Readiness of USEUCOM assigned forces is my top priority. It is the cornerstone
of our ability to respond to crises and it enhances our strategy of engagement. Most
of our activities relate to readiness because they demonstrate and enhance our capa-
bility to deter potential adversaries, while reassuring our friends. Such activities re-
quire ready forces and exercise our ability to meet commitments and promote joint
and multinational interoperability. Taken together these activities can serve to help
shape the international environment by incorporating other nations and improving
our multinational expertise in the region; they improve our ability to respond unilat-
erally or in concert with other nations; and they prepare us now for the uncertain
regional requirements of the future.

Thanks to the support of Congress, forces assigned to this theater are ready and
well supported in their current operations. The command’s forces are fully engaged
and continue to rely upon augmentation and Reserve Forces to carry out our many
diverse missions. Dedicated young men and women valiantly executing a wide vari-
ety of operations to support our national strategy make up the heart of our theater
readiness. Over the last year, we demonstrated our readiness by supporting air op-
erations over Northern Iraq, NATO-led peacekeeping operations in Bosnia and
Kosovo, humanitarian relief operations in Mozambique, and training of Sub-Saha-
ran African troops to support United Nations (UN) operations in Sierra Leone.

JOINT TRAINING

Training is a primary pillar of readiness and an inherent responsibility of being
in command. For USEUCOM, readiness training has increasingly become part of
our Theater Engagement Plan. However, over the past 2 years efforts to cope with
rapidly shrinking training and training-dependent budgets, such as strategic lift,
have resulted in several cancelled and restructured exercises. These cancellations
have frustrated our efforts to provide high-quality readiness training to meet thea-
ter engagement needs.
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Our challenge is to support a proper mix of readiness and theater engagement
training within resource constraints. The U.S. European Command has met its con-
gressional mandates for Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS) exercise-relat-
ed operations and personnel tempo (OPTEMPO-PERSTEMPO) reductions. Addi-
tionally, strategic lift funding cuts during this fiscal year may force cancellation of
continental U.S. (CONUS)-based participation by active, Reserve, and National
Guard forces in various training and engagement exercises. In a worst case sce-
nario, these cuts may also reduce training and engagement in Israel and Nigeria,
and result in cancellation of half of the Joint Combined Exchange Training (JCET)
activities in Africa.

After taking a hard look at our training program for potential improvements in
quality, effectiveness, and efficiency, we began implementation of a 3-year transition
plan to take USEUCOM from a training program focused on events, to one focused
on readiness and theater engagement objectives. This revised program will exploit
opportunities within the total program, resulting in fewer, but higher quality CJCS-
sponsored exercises. I do not anticipate that this transformation of USEUCOM’s
part of the CJCS exercises in fiscal year 2002 and beyond will result in a signifi-
cantly less costly program. A requirements-based, objectives-driven exercise pro-
gram will, however, provide higher quality training and engagement at a size and
cost that is appropriate to, and justified by, our National Security Strategy.

ENGAGEMENT

Side-by-side with readiness activities are the other exercises, operations, and
training which focus primarily on assisting and supporting other nations in the re-
gion to develop effective democratic political and military systems.

To help guide Congress in its decision-making, many of you have traveled to the
European theater and have witnessed efforts to extend contacts beyond Western Eu-
rope through engagement. Over the past several years this process has helped to
positively shape our security environment. I believe this approach is key to contin-
ued long-term peace, security, and prosperity as USEUCOM works along side, and
in active cooperation with, a number of governmental and non-governmental organi-
zations.

FORWARD PRESENCE

America’s permanently stationed forces in Europe number just over 100,000
troops—down from well over 300,000 during the Cold War. The current force level
represents a 65 percent reduction from 1990. In my opinion, this must be considered
the minimum level needed to execute our current National Security Strategy, meet
NATO requirements, and provide support and staging for U.S. based forces that in
time of need would flow into or through the theater.

Key to our engagement efforts are our forward-deployed and forward-based forces,
which continue to make significant contributions in protecting U.S. national inter-
ests. In peacetime, forward presence of naval, land, and air assets provides unparal-
leled access to countries in transition. In crises, the forward presence of our forces
enables a rapid transition from engagement to response. Forward presence is a criti-
cal enabler for USEUCOM activities.

Continued forward presence is vital to implementing our current strategy, as our
forces are able to respond more quickly—demonstrated through a number of deploy-
ments last year to the Balkans, Southwest Asia, and Africa. Surrendering this for-
ward position would seriously degrade our ability to engage in peacetime or deploy
in the event of armed conflict. The General Accounting Office (GAO) traveled
through the AOR recently to discuss issues related to forward basing. Their report
is due for release this spring and I believe we presented solid evidence of the bene-
fits of forward basing.

DEFENSE COOPERATION AND SECURITY ASSISTANCE

Defense Cooperation and Security Assistance programs are vital components of
Departments of State and Defense initiatives supporting the development of inter-
operable defensive capabilities, the transfer of defense articles and services, and the
international military training of foreign military and civilian personnel. Through
the medium of 38, and soon to be 40, Offices of Defense Cooperation, we are in part-
nership with U.S. embassies throughout the theater conducting primary military en-
gagement in support of American foreign policy goals.

Defense Cooperation in Armaments (DCA) promotes vital security interests
through enhanced cooperation among key defense industries, and between DOD and
West European Ministries of Defense. DCA encourages the development of inter-
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operability on the “drawing board” and inherently strengthens U.S.-European mili-
tary and political relationships.

Likewise, Foreign Military Sales (FMS) of $4.7 billion in fiscal year 2000 to Eu-
rope demonstrates the continued primacy for U.S. security interests of trans-Atlan-
tic defense relationships. FMS encourages interoperability between U.S. and Euro-
pean forces, maintains a strong U.S. presence in the development and implementa-
tion of the Defense Capabilities Initiative (DCI), and helps modernize the militaries
of new friends and partners in ways critical to our security interests. We in Europe
work closely with the Defense Security Cooperation Agency and the Services to en-
sure that U.S. European Command priorities are reflected.

Foreign Military Financing (FMF) provides irreplaceable resources for our friends
and allies, without which U.S. influence over the dynamic transformation of Central
and Eastern Europe and key African partners would be affected. The program pro-
vides access to U.S. expertise in defense restructuring and management, and en-
ables participants to acquire U.S. military goods, services and training. The new
NATO members and the stronger aspirants for membership provide excellent exam-
ples of the value of this program.

INTERNATIONAL MILITARY EDUCATION AND TRAINING

I cannot overemphasize the importance of International Military Education and
Training (IMET) as an integral component of long-term beneficial change in foreign
militaries, as foreign military and civilian leaders encounter first hand the Amer-
ican civil-military culture. The priorities of the program are professional develop-
ment, the role of the military in a democratic society (under the Expanded IMET
initiative, or E-IMET), and English language development. In fiscal year 2000, the
program trained almost 1,500 military and civilian international students in U.S.
military schools, with nearly 550 officers attending professional schools—including
senior and intermediate service schools. Under E-IMET, Mobile Education Teams
(MET) traveled to 30 countries in the region last year providing instruction to over
2,000 civilian and military personnel in military justice and human rights, civil-mili-
tary relations, health resources management and integration, defense resources
management and budget planning, equal opportunity, and maritime counter-drug
law enforcement. Student projections for this year match last year’s numbers.

PARTNERSHIP FOR PEACE

The Partnership for Peace (PfP) program continues to meet its goal of deepening
interaction, extending stability in the East, providing consultation mechanisms for
participants who feel threatened, assisting in the pursuit of democratic reforms, and
preparing for possible NATO membership. The program has returned huge divi-
dends for operations in Bosnia, with over 30 nations providing support and nearly
one-third of the forces coming from non-NATO nations. The growth of the PfP pro-
gram over the past 6 years has been dramatic and, in addition to real world oper-
ations, Partnership exercises provide superb training and equally important ex-
change opportunities.

JOINT CONTACT TEAM PROGRAM

The Joint Contact Team Program (JCTP) has been one of USEUCOMSs most suc-
cessful engagement programs over the past 9 years. Through modest investments
of money, personnel, and expertise, it has helped host nation militaries become fa-
miliar with the culture of the U.S. military, and through this process exposed to the
best in American values and democratic ideals. By leveraging the expertise of Amer-
ica’s Active and Reserve Forces, especially the unique capabilities of the Reserve
component’s (RC) State Partnership Program (SPP), JCTP has modeled and dem-
onstrated the best practices of America’s military force. It has thus helped host na-
tion militaries move toward providing constructive roles to their developing democ-
racies.

The program’s success is most evident in the three new NATO member countries.
Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic’s needs have matured beyond familiariza-
tion and exposure—they are ready to “graduate” from JCTP. Their needs must now
be met with additional services and technical training properly administered under
U.S. security assistance programs and plans are now being formulated to move be-
yond JCTP. Where possible, links to their SPP states will be maintained to facilitate
this transition.

This natural transition in the new NATO countries is the realization of
USEUCOM’s Theater Engagement Plan and is the eventual goal for all of the JCTP
countries. This transition also allows the program to move, by close coordination
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with the U.S. Department of State, to new host nations requesting the unique en-
gagement capabilities available through JCTP.

STATE PARTNERSHIP PROGRAM

A key program in this important engagement effort is the Reserve Component’s
State Partnership Program. SPP grew out of JCTP and uses Reserve personnel from
various National Guard and Reserve organizations to partner with defense min-
istries of Central and Eastern European countries. Last year was extremely success-
ful as National Guard soldiers and airmen conducted dozens of events including 51
Minuteman Fellowships (MMF's), nine “Guardex” events, six PfP as well as several
“In the Spirit of Partnership for Peace” exercises, executed more than 25 percent
of all events for USEUCOM JCTP, facilitated civic leader visits, and conducted a
number of engagement activities with the Russian Federation. The MMF program
bridges gaps in other engagement programs and touches levels of society that other
programs cannot reach. Through this program we were able to share with our part-
ners our experience and expertise in education, economic development, disaster re-
sponse, environmental topics, and numerous other subject areas.

When delegations from Tennessee, Minnesota, Indiana, Alabama, Vermont, Illi-
nois, Kansas, and California conducted civic leader visits to SPP counterpart coun-
tries, the long-term vision for SPP had been realized—moving beyond military-to-
military contacts into other important elements of society. Through these activities,
state civilian officials in the realms of education, commerce, agriculture, medical
emergency services, and disaster response exchange their considerable knowledge
and expertise with their partner-nation counterparts.

MARSHALL CENTER

One of the most important and effective regional engagement activities within the
U.S. European Command is the George C. Marshall European Center for Security
Studies. The Marshall Center strengthens security and cooperative relationships
among key nations within the theater. It serves as an essential institution for bilat-
eral and multilateral communication and military and civilian exchanges through-
out the region.

This organization builds bridges between militaries that once stared at one an-
other through the crosshairs of weapons of war. Under the auspices of the Marshall
Center, the once-warring parties of Bosnia came together last year and agreed to
slash military spending. Marshall Center graduates have served as peacekeepers in
Bosnia and as far away as East Timor. Graduates from Hungary, Poland and the
Czech Republic are now helping to integrate their militaries into NATO. Marshall
Center programs have led a number of nations to the democratic restructuring of
their defense planning and crisis management processes. Graduates from the Re-
public of Georgia wrote Thilisi’s recently announced national security strategy.
Many Marshall Center graduates now serve as ambassadors, defense attaches,
chiefs of defense, members of parliament, and advisors to presidents around the
world. These graduates possess a deeper appreciation and respect the concepts of
democracy as we understand them, and for human rights and the rule of law.

The Marshall Center is at the forefront in reaching out actively and comprehen-
sively to militaries and defense establishments to lower regional tensions, strength-
ening civil-military relations in developing nations, and addressing critical regional
challenges. Open to leaders from over 47 countries, the Marshall Center is a pillar
of America’s efforts to shape the world in ways that reinforce and reflect our values
and national security interests. It is therefore important that the Marshall Center
remains fully resourced in order to continue its excellent work in support of Amer-
ican foreign policy objectives.

THE AFRICA CENTER FOR STRATEGIC STUDIES

Drawing on the success of the Marshall Center, the Africa Center for Strategic
Studies (ACSS) was established in December 1999 and conducted its second seminar
last July in Botswana. While it does not yet have a permanent location to call home,
its rotating seminars provide a unique engagement vehicle in Sub-Saharan Africa.
Both civilian and military senior defense officials of almost every African nation
gather with U.S. and other friendly nation counterparts to examine and compare ex-
periences on national security strategy, defense economics, and civil-military rela-
tions. They then validate their impressions in an end of session capstone exercise.
Its forum of open, two-way discussion has enjoyed great success on the continent
and builds and strengthens bilateral and multilateral relationships.
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NEAR EAST—SOUTH ASIA CENTER FOR STRATEGIC STUDIES

In January a year ago the Secretary of Defense approved the establishment of the
Near East—South Asia (NESA) Center under the management of the National De-
fense University (NDU), Washington D.C. The purpose of the Center is to enhance
regional stability by providing an inclusive, neutral institution where regional mili-
tary, diplomatic, and national security professionals can broaden their understand-
ing of the national strategy formulation process, examine regional security issues,
improve their defense-related decision-making skills, and develop cooperative rela-
tionships with one another. Participation is open to military and official civilian rep-
resentatives of all countries within the NESA region with which the U.S. Govern-
ment maintains formal diplomatic relations. It is also open to non-NESA countries
that have strategic interests in the NESA region. The inaugural two-day conference
was held at NDU in November, and the first executive seminar will be held in
Washington during May.

AFRICAN CRISIS RESPONSE INITIATIVE

The African Crisis Response Initiative (ACRI) is a Department of State training
program designed to improve the capabilities of several African nations to conduct
humanitarian crisis response and peacekeeping operations. ACRI-trained forces
could be offered by their governments for peacekeeping and humanitarian oper-
ations conducted by the Organization of African Unity, the UN, sub-regional African
organizations, or any other multinational coalition. ACRI also works to shape the
African environment by promoting professional and apolitical militaries, reinforcing
respect for human rights, and providing a strong example of democratic civil-mili-
tary relations. This UN-approved program of instruction combines U.S. and UN
peacekeeping and humanitarian relief operations doctrine. Program instruction de-
velops common standards for peacekeeping and humanitarian relief operations
among the participating ACRI countries. Recently, the program was expanded to in-
clude brigade-level training focusing on the command, control, and logistical aspects
of supporting a multinational brigade in the field.

OPERATION FOCUS RELIEF

Last year USEUCOM was tasked to help train five Nigerian battalions, one Gha-
naian battalion, and one Senegalese battalion in order to participate in UN oper-
ations in Sierra Leone, and more strategically, to support the professional develop-
ment of the Nigerian military—an important force for regional stability. This oper-
ation is being conducted in fiscal year 2001 using State Department peacekeeping
operations (PKO) funding as well as DOD resources made available under Presi-
dential drawdown authority.

To accomplish this mission, Special Operations Command, Europe (SOCEUR) was
tasked to execute the mission with Army and Air Force units in support. Based on
information provided by the SOCEUR-led Military Survey Team, a 10-week training
program using U.S. instructors and an equipment support package was developed.
Execution of the train-and-equip program was designed for three-phase completion,
commencing last October, with mission accomplishment likely later this year. Upon
completion of the training program, each battalion should be capable of operating
and maintaining newly acquired equipment, conducting daylight company level at-
tacks and conducting day and night defensive operations as a maneuver company
under command and control of a battalion headquarters.

We have now completed phase one of the three-phase program and our personnel
have performed magnificently. However, interagency policy-level decisions must be
made early enough in the process so funding and resources can be programmed to
meet timelines and support requirements. Additionally, human rights vetting must
be complete for all personnel to be trained, to include attached units, prior to the
initiation of training. There must also be host nation agreement on the training pro-
gram at every political and military level in order to assure mission success. Oper-
ation Focus Relief is not an operation without risk. However, with only 200+ U.S.
personnel assigned in non-combatant roles, the dollar investment is minimal and
the payoff great in that it is successfully training local forces to deal with regional
problems. In this way, Operation Focus Relief is pioneering a new method of en-
gagement.

KEY THEATER MISSIONS AND CHALLENGES

Challenges in the USEUCOM AOR will continue as the U.S. works to strengthen
and maintain the NATO structure, prepares forces to better respond to future con-
flict, shapes the international environment through engagement, executes contin-
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gency operations, and monitors potential future conflict areas. I have highlighted
key challenges and continuing missions below to give an idea of the diversity of the-
ater challenges and missions.

MULTINATIONAL INTEROPERABILITY

“The overall effectiveness of multinational operations is . . . dependent
upon interoperability between organizations, processes, and technologies.”

Joint Vision 2020

The U.S. European Command and America’s allies and friends recognize that
most military operations in the future, from peacekeeping and humanitarian relief
to a major theater war, will typically be multinational in character. Success in mul-
tinational operations will depend on two factors: the capabilities of the national
forces involved in the operation; and the degree to which these forces can be melded
to create an effective force. These factors will demand a high level of interoperability
and enhanced capabilities between the participating national forces.

In this vein NATO has met and excelled at every challenge since the end of the
Cold War precisely because of its ability to commit multinational forces structured
to meet military threats to its members. NATO’s greatest challenges today originate
not externally, but from within. The growing asymmetry in technology between Eu-
ropean and U.S. military forces is producing a serious imbalance in our military ca-
pabilities. Furthermore, Europe’s shrinking defense industrial base and limitations
in production of advanced military capabilities could lead to a future where only the
U.S. has the ability to engage globally.

The Defense Capabilities Initiative, launched in April 1999, is an effort by the Eu-
ropean members of NATO to resolve glaring capabilities shortfalls between them
and the U.S. as evidenced by past NATO exercises and Operation Allied Force in
and over Kosovo. The Capabilities Initiative’s two primary thrusts, improving na-
tional capabilities and exploring ways to pool capabilities, allow our allies and part-
ners to enhance interoperability, take advantage of economies of scale, and afford
participation by those countries that do not possess the resources to go it alone. The
initiative specifically targets five capabilities: effective engagement; deployability
and mobility; survivability of forces and infrastructure; sustainability and logistics;
and communications/information systems. As Europeans work to improve their na-
tional and collective security, we have encouraged defense cooperation and procure-
ment using the DCI roadmap and believe it mutually reinforces the needs of NATO
and the European Union (EU).

The DCI’s success depends upon whether Europeans are willing to spend more,
and more wisely, in narrowing the gap between their military technology and
warfighting capability, and our own. Should Europe prove unable to engage in mili-
tary operations at or near the level of U.S. capabilities, it may leave them vulner-
able and limit the U.S. in some cases to unilateral action. Such a future undermines
America’s strategic vision and assumptions—diplomatically, economically, and mili-
tarily. Finite resources and domestic political realities dictate that unilateral action
cannot be the future norm. Unilateral action endangers the historical link between
the American and European peoples. While the issue of DCI is being worked at the
highest levels in NATO, it is critically important that Congress work to engage their
European counterparts on this issue. The U.S. must continue to engage with its Eu-
ropean allies to help foster the necessary changes to enable Europe to remain a con-
tributing strategic partner across the spectrum of potential operations. DCI is a cru-
cial area on which the future of a strong Trans-Atlantic link may very well depend.

EUROPEAN UNION AND NATO SECURITY STRUCTURES

The establishment of a common foreign policy, supported by a military capability,
within the EU is one of the most important political-military issues facing Europe
and the United States today. The European Security and Defense Policy (ESDP) is
worked hard, continuously, and at presidential and prime ministerial levels in every
capital in Europe. If the military and political links that eventually define the rela-
tionship between NATO and the EU do not result in transparency, coordination, and
a cooperative effort, it places at serious risk the future of the alliance. Indeed it is
the form these permanent arrangements between the two will take, and assured EU
access to NATO’s planning capabilities, that are the most contentious and poten-
tially destructive questions currently under debate.

The recently completed Foreign Minister’s meeting in Brussels was not able to
reach agreement on these issues and will require much effort by the new adminis-
tration. We believe that SHAPE headquarters can play a constructive and indispen-
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sable role by accomplishing the future military planning for both organizations,
thereby negating the need for a duplicative headquarters solely to support the EU.

The European Security and Defense Identity (ESDI) within NATO continues to
evolve within U.S. redlines as the EU develops, through the ESDP, both capabilities
and institutions for its security and defense aspirations. Even though the progress
to date has generally met U.S. expectations, I would suggest that officials in Wash-
ington remain vigilant to ensure that ESDP remains relevant from a U.S. perspec-
tive. They should emphasize the requirement for Europeans to develop their capa-
bilities, maintain NATO-EU linkages, and underscore the necessity for the inclusion
of non-EU NATO members in emerging security and defense arrangements.

Successful implementation of the European Security and Defense Policy within
the European Union will require a concerted effort between the European members
of NATO, EU members who are not in NATO, and Canada and the United States.
This cooperation is essential to build the military and political links between NATO
and the Union necessary to achieve a common strategic vision and make the needed
improvements in technological capabilities.

Last November witnessed positive developments in the Capabilities Commitment
Conference. This effort has been a primary focus of the French during their 6
months as President of the EU last year. The planning scenarios used to determine
capabilities and forces required for the ESDP Headline Goal Force have remained
realistic. In this regard, the EU has commitments for a Rapid Reaction Force (RRF)
of up to 60,000 personnel, which is the minimum goal. The EU member countries
placed a total of 100,000 troops, 400 combat aircraft and 100 warships at the EU’s
immediate disposal to support this RRF. If this force becomes reality it is sufficient
to establish the EU as a significant military power.

The military staff at SHAPE played a very constructive role in assisting the EU’s
interim military staff in the development of these goals. The Catalogue of Forces
turned out to be impressive, with high-end capabilities that are fully in line with
Europe’s DCI efforts. My main apprehension regarding capabilities is that they re-
main compatible with NATO Force Goals once the EU force is established and that
the Europeans follow through with the necessary financial commitments to correct
identified capability shortfalls.

In my role as the military commander of NATO’s forces (SACEUR), I am fully en-
gaged 1n providing advice and perspective as this issue evolves. In my estimation,
if handled successfully by NATO HQ in Brussels and the European Union, the
ESDP process will strengthen the security posture of the European continent. How-
ever, there are many complicated factors remaining before this capability is realized.
The central issue, in my view, is the method by which a plan is developed and pre-
sented. When a potential conflict or crisis emerges the planning should be conducted
by the SHAPE staff, with EU military augmentation. The Deputy SACEUR would
then take the completed plan to the EU and I would send it to the NATO political
authorities. If NATO elects not to involve itself, the EU could pick up the mission
and deploy forces as required. If the process does not follow this model the EU will
be unnecessarily creating large and redundant staffs and a real possibility of double
counting and tasking existing NATO forces. Realization of ESDP largely hinges on
the Europeans’ willingness to make the necessary fiscal and political commitments.
Any newly financed capabilities, however, must be in line with DCI—not duplicating
but rather reinforcing alliance capabilities.

NATO ENLARGEMENT AND INTEGRATION

There are currently nine European nations that aspire to NATO membership.
While the decision to expand the alliance is a political one and will ultimately be
made in capitals across Europe and North America, an aspirant’s military readiness
will be scrutinized and is certainly part of the equation. Thus far, the nine aspirants
have benefited from U.S.-funded defense assessments as well as from the NATO
Membership Action Plan with its associated Partnership Goals. These mechanisms
have provided a valuable roadmap toward reform and interoperability in the event
that additional nations are offered NATO membership.

As for the three newest members of the alliance—Poland, Hungary, and the Czech
Republic—the Interagency Group estimated that a 10-year process would elapse be-
fore these nations fully transition from past Warsaw Pact doctrine, equipment, and
organization to NATO interoperability. One should avoid any unrealistic expecta-
tions of full integration this early—only 3 years since the Madrid invitations. Never-
theless, they have made great progress. Each has performed well in both exercises
and deployments, including the very demanding environments of Bosnia and Kosovo
where they share the burden through a contribution of nearly 2,500 troops to the
international effort.
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EUROPEAN REACTION TO MISSILE DEFENSE DEPLOYMENT

A number of potentially hostile nations are working to develop long-range missiles
to coerce and threaten countries in North America and Europe. President Bush has
stated that we will deploy missile defenses as soon as possible. These defenses, he
has made clear, must protect not only the United States and our deployed forces,
but also our friends and allies.

NATO’s Strategic Concept also recognizes that “the Alliance’s defense posture
against the risks and potential threats of the proliferation of (nuclear, biological,
and chemical) weapons and their means of delivery must continue to be improved,
including through work on missiles defenses.” As the U.S. pursues this capability,
I suggest it continues to consult our friends around the world. Open and frank dis-
cussions on this initiative between the U.S., NATO, and our other European allies,
will further understanding and help avoid alienating our valued friends.

The defenses envisaged will reinforce the credibility of U.S. security commitments
and the credibility of NATO as a whole. No one can reasonably argue that Europe
would be more secure if the U.S. were less secure from a missile attack. An America
able to defend itself from missile attacks is an America better able to defend Europe
and common Western security interests. As consultations proceed with allies on mis-
sile defense, we realize they will continue to consider the appropriate role of missile
defenses in their respective national security strategies for dealing with the chang-
ing international threat environment. In keeping with the fundamental principle of
the alliance that the security of its members is indivisible, the United States is open
to discussing possible cooperation with allies on longer-range ballistic missile de-
fense, just as we have with our discussions and cooperation in the area of Theater
Missile Defense.

FORCE PROTECTION

Force Protection (FP) remains a top USEUCOM priority. We are exercising an ag-
gressive Antiterrorism/Force Protection (AT/FP) program providing clear AT/FP pol-
icy, measures, and tools to mitigate risk and maximize security for our personnel
and their families. We have implemented a number of innovative AT/FP programs,
examining the application of state-of-the-art technology to enhance access control
and explosive detection, and are continuing our efforts to field mass notification sys-
tems throughout the theater. We are making progress, but resourcing continues to
challenge our AT/FP Service priorities.

U.S. European Command is in the staffing process of publishing a significantly
updated AT/FP Operations Order (OPORD) 01-01 prescribing AT/FP standards and
requirements. These new mandatory requirements encompass FP engineering de-
sign standards for new construction, major renovations, and existing facilities.
USEUCOM has also instituted a comprehensive Installation AT/FP Program Man-
ager course to train the unit FP officers in our AT construction and design stand-
ards. To date, we have established AT/FP responsibilities for DOD elements and
personnel at 67 Chief of Mission locations throughout the USEUCOM AOR.

Coupled with this, 137 AT/FP vulnerability assessments, including 74 Joint Staff
Integrated Vulnerability Assessments, have been undertaken over the past year.
These assessments have identified AT/FP vulnerabilities and assisted commanders
in addressing those deficiencies through the use of countermeasures, procedural
changes, and resourcing—endeavoring to eliminate or mitigate their potential ex-
ploitation by terrorists.

We have developed and fielded a web-based Vulnerability Assessment Manage-
ment Program (VAMP). The VAMP captures results of vulnerability assessments,
prioritizes AOR vulnerabilities, identifies deficiencies, and lists corrective actions
needed or completed. VAMP is a management tool available to every commander
and AT/FP officer from the theater down to the installation level and allows com-
manders and decision makers the ability to track and identify the actions taken or
required to correct and/or mitigate vulnerabilities at specific installations through-
out the AOR.

We employ risk management and mission analysis processes in all deliberate, cri-
sis, and contingency operational planning and exercises. Threat working groups and
assessment tools, such as the VAMP, play a critical role in these processes. In light
of recent events these processes are receiving additional scrutiny. Although we can-
not eliminate all vulnerabilities, we continue to use risk management when deciding
missions in this theater in order to reduce risk to our personnel—identifying
vulnerabilities and resources required to reduce exploitable FP vulnerabilities.

Our intelligence operations continually analyze and assess potential terrorist
threats to U.S. installations, facilities and personnel. We use a variety of systems
to disseminate intelligence within the command and provide routine and time-sen-
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sitive threat warning notifications. Our systems and procedures provide the ability
to rapidly disseminate information regarding specific terrorist threats to units, in-
stallations and individuals throughout the AOR. In conjunction with our national
intelligence agencies, we are exploring better methods of sharing and disseminating
more accurate AT/FP prediction and tracking threat information. Recently, we initi-
ated closer cooperation with the U.S. Central Command to share and maximize our
efforts, including assets, analytical and database capabilities.

While intelligence operations support for AT/FP in theater is good, we concur with
the recent U.S.S. Cole Commission recommendation to reprioritize resources for col-
lection and analysis, including human intelligence and signals intelligence, against
terrorist threats, and to increase our national intelligence agencies counterintel-
ligence resources dedicated to combating terrorism.

BALKANS

One of the greatest challenges to peace, stability, and democracy in Europe is the
integration of the Balkans into the rest of Europe, a strategic objective the U.S.
shares with NATO and the EU. Last year saw a watershed opportunity to over-
coming that challenge—the toppling of Slobodan Milosevic and the election of
Vojislav Kostunica as President of the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (FRY). It has
been clear for a decade that only a change from dictatorship to democracy in Bel-
grade would set the conditions for a regional approach to the problems in the Bal-
kans. This transition from authoritarian to democratic rule in the FRY should have
a beneficial impact on the integration of the entire region into the west. President
Kostunica still has much work to do in consolidating democratic gains. While the
FRY has begun its re-integration into the western world, rapidly joining the UN,
the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE), and the Stability
Pact for Southeastern Europe, and establishing diplomatic relations with the U.S.
and other key NATO allies, much remains to be done in the Balkans.

Greater ethnic reconciliation in Bosnia and Kosovo is elusive and while recent vot-
ing in Serbia and Bosnia marked another milestone in the rule of law and move-
ment toward democracy, it also reinforced some hard-line nationalist parties and
their platforms. Additionally, despite the first democratic elections in Kosovo, where
municipal voting saw moderates win, the province is still volatile.

Security conditions permitting the withdrawal of U.S. troops from the region have
not yet been fully realized. The status of Montenegro within the federation, a final
settlement for Kosovo, and Serbia’s future links with the Republika Srpska remain
open issues whose resolution are required in order to bring stability and democracy
to the Balkans. There is no short-term solution to the problems in the Balkans with-
out developing a comprehensive, region wide, and long-term approach. The econom-
ics in the region are driving the turmoil and fractious nature of the “peace.” Inter-
national involvement in the Balkans must include substantive initiatives that ad-
dress the economic problems of the region. Without such initiatives, we cannot hope
to forecast peace.

Military forces, too, must continue to foster an environment in which peaceful ac-
tions are rewarded, but do it with fewer resources. This can be accomplished by
leveraging existing national and allied exercises that occur across this theater and
by executing them as much as possible in the Balkans. By conducting exercises in
the Balkans, we show resolve in the regional policies, deter the outbreak of hos-
tilities, and improve regional infrastructure leading to increased interaction among
Balkan peoples.

In Bosnia, force numbers have been reduced from 60,000 when the mission began,
to just over 20,000 personnel. Of 34 nations contributing forces to this effort, 28 are
European and their forces make up 80 percent of SFOR. The U.S. has successfully
reduced its proportion of committed troops from 33 percent in 1996 to 20 percent
today. The way ahead in Bosnia, including future force reductions, remains contin-
gent upon the implementation of Dayton’s various military and civil tasks. We are
working within the administration to address possible ways to implement the civil
tasks and set the conditions for additional NATO force reductions.

The KFOR military effort is considerable and has not changed to any degree since
last year. KFOR’s strength remains at 37,000 deployed in Kosovo proper and an ad-
ditional 4,400 supporting in the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (FYROM),
Greece, and Albania. This force is drawn from 39 nations, with 33 European coun-
tries deploying over 80 percent of the total. The U.S., with 5,500 troops in Kosovo,
continues to provide 14 percent of the force. Europe as a whole has endeavored to
live up to its personnel and financial commitments of support to Bosnia and Kosovo.
The following charts indicate their specific levels of military troop support:
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The UN Mission in Kosovo (UNMIK) police force enjoys continued success. Cur-
rent numbers indicate that 53 nations contribute 4,485 officers. This number rep-
resents 95 percent of the UN goal of 4,718 police officers. Additionally, the domestic
police academy graduated its twelfth class on 3 February and has placed 3,128
multi-ethnic officers on the beat as a result. I can report the UN’s policing plan is
on target and the effort continues to put 300+ officer graduates on the street every
month to work—and learn—alongside UNMIK’s veteran contract officers.

U.S. contributions to NATO are based on the North Atlantic Treaty signed on 4
April 1949. The annual U.S. funding commitment is an obligation to cover approxi-
mately one-quarter of the NATO funding requirements as set by consensus of the
Military Budget Committee composed of representatives from each of the participat-
ing nations. Once funding is committed, the prestige and credibility of the United
States is irrefutable and must be met. Consequently, a failure to provide adequate
funding to meet this commitment forces the DOD to reprogram funds from other
established mission-essential programs. Shortfalls in NATO funding have been
chronic in the past and have only served to erode national programs. I encourage
Congress to realize that full funding of our NATO commitment will ensure the full
execution and realization of national programs, as well as the continued security
and stability of Europe as afforded by NATO.

In closing on the topic of the Balkans I do want to make one further comment,
and that is in regards to the pursuit and eventual apprehension of Persons Indicted
for War Crimes (PIFWCs). There are few higher priorities in the international com-
munity’s efforts in the Balkans than bringing PIFWCs to justice regardless of what
you might hear or read, but it is slow and dangerous work. American forces, work-
ing alongside their NATO counterparts, are fully committed and one day I am con-
fident these indicted criminals will be delivered to the International Criminal Tribu-
nal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY) at the Hague. To date approximately 100 have
been indicted and 71 delivered to the ICTY, killed during apprehension efforts, or
fk_nage otherwise died. This process will continue until such time as justice is satis-
ied.

OPERATION NORTHERN WATCH

The Combined Joint Task Force (CJTF) Operation Northern Watch, consisting of
forces from the U.S., Turkey, and the United Kingdom, continue to fly dangerous
and complex missions in the enforcement of the No-Fly Zone (NFZ) over Northern
Iraq, and monitoring Iraqi compliance with applicable UN Security Council Resolu-
tions.

In the last few months, however, the situation in the zone has been further com-
plicated by a dramatic increase in the number of international “humanitarian
flights” into Iraq, as well as the introduction of domestic Iraqi flights into the NFZ.
Coalition forces have taken appropriate measures to ensure that civilian aircraft
will not be endangered by ONW activities. There is no guarantee of what actions
Saddam Hussein might initiate; however, he has altered his primary strategy from
open defiance of ONW presence, to eroding international support for applicable UN
resolutions.

RUSSIA

U.S. and Russian soldiers execute common missions side by side against common
threats in the Balkans. Our deployed forces have performed ably together and have
developed positive and extremely important combined training and operational ac-
tivities. In spite of 5 years of operational cooperation and success however, our over-
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all attempts to engage more broadly with Russia are mixed. Ideally, Russia will har-
monize its security concerns with NATO, further strengthening stability in the re-
gion. A remilitarized or a failed Russia would lead to increased instability and dan-
ger not only to its neighbors, but to vital U.S. security interests as well. The U.S.
supports favorable developments in Russia with its bilateral engagement efforts, as
well as through its support for the stability, sovereignty, and economic development
of the Ukraine, Moldova, and the Caucasus’ states.

CAUCASUS

The Caucasus region is vitally important to the United States for at least two
major reasons: the impact on the emerging Russian national self-definition, and its
capacity to fulfill European hydrocarbon energy deficits. Despite its remoteness from
the U.S,, the region will have a decisive impact on international political develop-
ments in the early 21st century.

The importance of Caucasus oil and gas reserves, and the necessity of their supply
to meet growing European energy needs, comes precisely at a time when Russia is
still immersed in its yet to be completed social, political, and economic revolution.
It also comes at a time when China is emerging as a major regional economic and
political power, with vastly increased energy requirements. Despite this critical
time, America has imposed on itself considerable constraints toward our policy and
influence in this region.

A key constraint to full American peaceful engagement in this region is Section
907 of the 1992 Freedom Support Act. The Act prohibits government-to-government
assistance to Azerbaijan until such time as “steps are taken” to lift the economic
embargo sponsored by Azerbaijan against Armenia, with the exception of counter-
proliferation programs. The DOD applies an “equal treatment” policy toward Arme-
nia to avoid compromising the U.S. position as mediator in the Nagorno-Karabakh
conflict. Other subsequent legislation has opened up several narrow “carve out”
areas to Section 907 for military and other engagement activities: democratization;
counter-proliferation; humanitarian demining operations; and humanitarian assist-
ance. While these niches have allowed us to initiate preliminary military contacts
with Armenia and Azerbaijan, they are extremely narrow and do not allow
USEUCOM to respond to both nations’ enthusiastic desire for substantive engage-
ment activities.

Were it not for Section 907, Azerbaijan, based largely upon its geo-strategic posi-
tion, pro-western economic, political, and military orientation, and its abundant en-
ergy resources, would be a very high priority for USEUCOM engagement efforts. A
stable Azerbaijan is necessary not only for its vast energy deposits, but also to help
forestall terrorism and the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. U.S. policy
has had the effect of frustrating Azerbaijan’s pro-NATO policy and desires to expand
its relationship with Europe and the U.S. I would ask you to take a hard look with
the intent of modifying this legislation to afford the opportunity for our military to
properly engage with our counterparts in this vitally important region of the world.
Such an initiative would strengthen our ability to influence this region for the next
generation and beyond.

Armenia has also persistently and vocally pursued at the highest levels closer ties
to the U.S. Armenia’s motivation lies in its eagerness to balance its historic depend-
ence and partnership with Russia, enlist the U.S. to mitigate historically hostile re-
lations with Turkey, and attract potential economic development assistance and in-
vestment that Russia has not been able to provide. In particular, Armenia has
asked for our advice on establishing a program of instruction for a national military
senior service college and for help in establishing peacekeeping units that could par-
ticipate in international efforts such as the Balkans. Due to Section 907, however,
these are opportunities USEUCOM cannot exploit and we are limited in our efforts
to assist these nations in sorting out mutual problems and their futures.

Very briefly, our activity in the case of Georgia has continued to increase since
being assigned to USEUCOM'’s area of responsibility 3 years ago. Georgia will host
its first large multinational NATO Partnership for Peace exercise with USEUCOM
support in 2001, providing a good example of the kind of engagement opportunities
we are missing in Azerbaijan and Armenia.

AFRICA

Africa is a complex, diverse, and often dangerous region of the world. Its countries
are evolving into clusters of stability and instability, leading in some areas to prom-
ising economic growth and democratic government, and in others to stagnation and
autocratic rule. A few are simply chaotic due to coups, civil wars, widespread cor-
ruption, or lack of an effective government. While this dynamic mix of political
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trends and institutions will continue for the foreseeable future, the administration
seeks to bolster stability and democratic transformation through a policy of engag-
ing with key partner states and regional “success stories.” We who watch Africa
closely anticipate fewer African “wars” but an ever-increasing scope of conflict as
failed states and the emerging transnational threats and humanitarian crises pro-
vide the conditions for instability. Unstable political environments, austere condi-
tions, and asymmetrical threats where the enemy is not clearly defined, either by
uniform or position on the battlefield, will characterize the operating environments.

Small programs, such as our Humanitarian Assistance Program (HAP), are key
engagement initiatives in Africa that satisfy both DOD and State Department objec-
tives. Small dollar amounts have yielded big dividends in terms of the U.S. military
impact in Africa. With approximately $17 million for fiscal year 2001, USEUCOM
will be able to complete more than 120 projects in roughly 50 African and Eurasian
countries. Engagement through the African Center for Strategic Studies (ACSS),
Near-East South Asian Center, African Crisis Response Initiative (ACRI), and the
West African Training Cruise (WATC) are also helpful for promoting African stabil-
ity. Joint Combined Engagement Training with African partners, in addition to giv-
ing our soldiers the chance to improve their capabilities to work in multiple environ-
ments, expose African soldiers to the U.S. military, challenging them to improve
their professional skills. By leveraging the resources of programs such as these we
seek to help shape the African environment in a positive way.

SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA

The portion of Sub-Saharan Africa in USEUCOM’s area is an immense geographic
area comprised of 37 countries and four primary sub-regions, each with significant
environmental, cultural, political and economic differences. USEUCOM has identi-
fied its three principle objectives for military engagement in Sub-Saharan Africa:
promote stability, democracy and a professional military; provide prompt response
to humanitarian crisis; and ensure freedom of air and sea lines of communication.
By applying resources against established objectives, the intent is to reinforce suc-
cess and work to prevent crises before they occur. There are three critical issues pre-
venting peace, stability, and economic development in the Sub-Saharan Africa re-
gion: the war in the Congo (DROC); the conflict in Sierra Leone; and the HIV/AIDS
pandemic; all of which are unrestrained by boundaries or borders. Each is a con-
tagion that threatens current and future stability throughout the continent.

With the assassination of President Laurent Kabila on 16 January 2001, the fu-
ture situation in DROC is uncertain. Joseph Kabila, the late President’s son, was
sworn in as President on 26 January 2001. Within DROC there are military forces
from six different nations participating in the conflict. The countries previously sup-
porting the late President—Zimbabwe, Angola, and Namibia—have pledged contin-
ued support to the new government in its civil war. Additionally, the nine countries
bordering DROC are significantly impacted socially and economically by the war to
varying degrees. The sheer size, geographic location, vast mineral wealth, and eco-
nomic potential in DROC guarantee that peace in the Congo is inextricably linked
to stability throughout the region. The existing Lusaka Peace Accord is the best op-
portunity to resolve this conflict. President Joseph Kabila recently held a historic
meeting with Rwandan President Paul Kagame in Washington in February where
both sides pledged to renew efforts to implement the Lusaka Peace Accords. Presi-
dent Kabila also met with Secretary of State Colin Powell the same day. Within the
limits of U.S. law and policy, U.S. European Command continues its limited engage-
ment with all parties in an effort to demonstrate neutrality and urge support for
the Accord and the UN Mission to the Congo.

The situation in coastal West Africa continues to smolder and destabilize the sub-
region. While centered in Sierra Leone, this conflict also involves Liberia, Guinea,
and Burkina Faso, as well as the sixteen other members, directly or indirectly, that
comprise the Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS). Through
support of the UN’s mission to Sierra Leone, support to British efforts, and training
and equipping countries contributing to the ECOWAS Military Observers Group,
USEUCOM works to contain the spread of this conflict, as well as create the condi-
tions for future peace and stability in the region.

Sub-Saharan Africa is the region most heavily infected with HIV in the world.
The region accounts for two out of every three of the world’s HIV infections, and
represents over 80 percent of global HIV/AIDS deaths. The prevalence of HIV in
Sub-Saharan militaries varies greatly, but it generally exceeds that of the civilian
populace. Many militaries have infection rates as high as 20 to 50 percent of the
force. As African militaries participate not only in conflicts but also in peacekeeping
and humanitarian relief operations outside their borders, HIV follows. We are com-
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mitted to working with African militaries to contain the spread of HIV/AIDS
through education, awareness, and behavior modification.

NORTH AFRICA

The strategy in North Africa is anchored by bilateral relationships with what
USEUCOM sees as two cornerstone countries—Morocco and Tunisia. Recent devel-
opments in Algeria have also prompted measured engagement activities with that
country. Complementing these bilateral relationships is a developing regional ap-
proach to engagement in North Africa and the Mediterranean.

There are three prime sources of tension in North Africa. The first is the Islamist
insurgency in Algeria where the government’s amnesty offers have persuaded mod-
erate rebels to surrender, while security forces remain engaged in fighting
hardliners. The behavior of both the military leadership and insurgents will be criti-
cal to the progress of political reform efforts and the environment for badly needed
foreign investment. Complete restoration of civil order in the countryside will likely
take years, and social tensions will exist long after the conflict. There is optimism,
however, as it appears there is a general trend toward greater internal stability.

The second key source of tension is Libya—long a source for concern as its leader,
Muammar Qadhafi, continues to pursue the development of weapons of mass de-
struction and associated delivery systems. Islamist opposition to Qadhafi has found
limited popular support and has met with a strong effective response from Qadhafi’s
security forces.

The third source of tension is the unresolved dispute in the Western Sahara. The
King of Morocco, Mohamed VI, has initiated a series of measures to make the ad-
ministration of the territory more positive, but the UN-sponsored process to hold a
referendum on the final status of the territory remains bogged down over disagree-
ments about the voter list. At times, this confrontation contributes to dangerous ten-
sions between Morocco and Algeria.

Africa will remain a challenging environment for the foreseeable future.
USEUCOM will continue to pursue a program of active peacetime military engage-
ment to shape the region and pursue our objectives with the aim of maintaining sta-
bility and preventing crises before they occur. Solutions to many of Africa’s chal-
lenges are elusive, but USEUCOM is managing threats and capitalizing on opportu-
nities where we can.

MODERNIZATION AND PERSONNEL ISSUES

Several modernization and personnel issues are being addressed at USEUCOM
and I want to highlight some of those that Congress might positively influence and
support.

ORGANIZATIONAL TRANSFORMATION BENEFITS TO USEUCOM

There is high probability that there will be repeated demands at the center of the
spectrum of conflict, as well as the possibility of high intensity small-scale contin-
gencies. Responding to this reality the Army has articulated a new vision for a stra-
tegically responsive and dominant force to effectively meet the full spectrum of fu-
ture military operations. The Army’s “Transformation” will occur in three phases,
eventually resulting in the “Objective Force.” The Objective Force aims to be able
to send a brigade anywhere in the world in 96 hours, a division in 120 hours and
five divisions in 30 days. The two divisions in Europe must also meet this standard
by resourcing the training, exercises and infrastructure that support strategic mobil-
ity. Only through proper resourcing of our two divisions will this Objective Force
be able to provide the deployability, maneuverability, and lethality necessary to con-
duct operations throughout the full spectrum of conflict.

Another key benefit for USEUCOM is the ability to rapidly move lighter vehicles
between training areas and countries within this theater. As a potential force pro-
vider to other unified commands, most notably U.S. Central Command, future com-
manders will find that enhanced mobility of the Transformed Army also enhances
deployability. The capability to deploy within a matter of hours to trouble spots in
Africa and less developed countries of Eastern Europe offers a range of options that
are simply unavailable today.

As the Army transforms it will reduce the logistics tail considerably. By operating
from a single family of vehicles, significant efficiencies will follow. Much of the larg-
er and more demanding logistics support activities will occur outside the operational
area, reducing the logistics footprint.

Permanently stationed forces will be able to train effectively in the AOR, where
many of the training activities of heavier forces will become increasingly problem-
atic. Less noise and disruption of the local populations during movement to and
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from major training areas (MTAs) make it more likely that permission will be grant-
ed for maneuver training off MTAs. This will allow the widely dispersed units of
the V Corps to greatly expand maneuver training, at a much-reduced cost.

Similarly, the Air Force transition to the Expeditionary Air Force (EAF) concept
has resulted in improved responsiveness in meeting the diverse needs of
USEUCOM. Organized into multiple AEF's to support ongoing operations, Air Force
personnel are now afforded predictable rotations. This new stability has improved
morale, stabilized training, and assured necessary reconstitution time, thereby im-
proving the combat readiness of all involved forces. USAFE forces are integral to
the EAF. They provide, in addition to resident combat capability, the backbone that
supports ongoing AEF operations over the Balkans and northern Iraq.

SPECIAL OPERATIONS FORCES

An invaluable tool for the effective implementation of our engagement programs
is Special Operations Forces (SOF). These forces focus largely on their unique capa-
bility to organize and train indigenous forces in internal defense. By interacting
with foreign military counterparts throughout the theater, SOF instills in host na-
tion forces a sense of loyalty and professionalism that support democratic govern-
ment and ideals. In the process, SOF gains valuable training and cultural experi-
ences from these regional engagements. In fiscal year 2001, Special Operations
Command, Europe (SOCEUR) has scheduled 101 JCET initiatives in 52 countries.
Special Operations Forces become USEUCOM’s force of choice for engaging on the
fringes of the theater in uncertain environments to open new doors and to shape
the battlespace in preparation for possible contingency operations.

RESERVE COMPONENTS

Total Force integration means conducting military operations that fully utilize the
unique capabilities of the Reserve components (RC) of all Services. Reserve utiliza-
tion requires a balanced and proportional approach that considers Service com-
petencies and capabilities and matches those competencies to best support theater
missions. The U.S. European Command’s ability to undertake missions is growing
increasingly dependent upon capabilities offered by the Reserves and the National
Guard.

In an effort to ease active component operational tempo the Services are increas-
ing their use of Reserves in contingency operations in the Balkans. The 49th Ar-
mored Division (Texas Army National Guard) successfully completed a rotation as
the command element of Multi-National Division (North) in Bosnia last October.
Their performance was superb and I want to take this opportunity to publicly ap-
plaud the great job they did last year. The Navy Reserve contributory support to
this AOR for Operations Joint Guardian, Joint/Deliberate Forge and Northern
Watch has included filling 89 percent (237,600 workdays) of all Navy billet require-
ments as of July 2000. The Air Reserve component provides 60 percent of the total
KC-135 tanker aircraft needed for Operation Deliberate Forge providing air-refuel-
ing support to NATO aircraft flying missions over the Balkans. At the end of last
fiscal year there were 1,244 Guard and 2,775 Reserve members on Active Duty in
support of the two operations in the Balkans. The reality is SFOR and KFOR stabil-
ity operations will continue to require augmentation from the Reserve community
for the foreseeable future, especially in the area of civil-military operations and
peace support operations.

Reserve components are an increasingly important asset for USEUCOM’s oper-
ational activities, combined exercises, training, combined education, humanitarian
assistance, and security assistance efforts. Reserve support to the theater, however,
is not limitless. There are constraints that require a deliberate and well-thought-
out balance of Reserve force functions in the total equation of requirements. The re-
quirements of employers and families demand advance notice of deployment and
training. Reserve Service members require predictability in order to manage busi-
ness and personal affairs. Accessibility and volunteerism are factors that require
reasonable lead-time to match and mobilize assets to the mission.

The PERSTEMPO management legislation enacted in the fiscal year 2000 Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act will help provide standards and limits for all Serv-
ice member deployments. While PERSTEMPO management provides stability and
predictability for the Service member, it may increase personnel turbulence and cost
due to an increased frequency of personnel rotations. Anecdotal evidence has sug-
gested that increasing use of the RC has a negative impact on Service members’ per-
sonal lives and may affect recruiting and retention goals.
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COMBAT AIRCRAFT MODERNIZATION

To a large degree tactical aviation has shouldered much of the Nation’s foreign
policy when that policy called for the use of force. A decade ago Operation Desert
Storm commenced with an unprecedented air assault against Iraq’s military forces
involving hundreds of U.S. aircraft flying tens of thousands of sorties around the
clock. Since that time American aviators and aircraft have maintained the NFZ over
Iraq, and since Operation Northern Watch was established have flown nearly 13,000
fighter sorties alone. More recently we have seen the use of our strike assets over
the Balkans to stop the killing in Bosnia and to compel Milosevic to withdraw Yugo-
slav forces from Kosovo during Operation Allied Force. The demands of modern war-
fare for precision strike to maximize combat effectiveness while minimizing collat-
eral damage clearly demonstrate the increased need for all-weather/all-target capa-
bility. The fact of the matter is, however, many of our tactical aircraft—F-18s, F—
15s, F-16s, AV-8s, and A—10s—are aging and nearing the end of their service lives.
Even the F-117 “Stealth Fighter,” thought by most to be a new system, has an aver-
age age of 9.7 years and relies on dated technology. Currently, possible replace-
ments—the F-22, Joint Strike Fighter, and F-18E/F—continue in development and
are likely part of the administration’s defense review.

AIRLIFT MODERNIZATION

Systems modifications are required to keep our airlift aircraft viable, particularly
for USEUCOM’s fleet of C-130s. These airplanes, now approaching 30 years of age,
are essential to the success of several USEUCOM mission areas. From support of
USEUCOM army units, including combat airdrop and resupply, to execution of hu-
manitarian relief operations, these aircraft are a critical ingredient in maintaining
a force projection capability in both combat and during peacetime. It is almost a cer-
tﬁingy that the missions and roles this aircraft fulfills will only be more crucial in
the future.

AIR TRAFFIC CONTROL

The tremendous growth in air traffic and communication industries in Europe
presents increasing challenges for air traffic control agencies, civil air carriers, and
military aviation. Just as in the United States, the European air traffic system re-
quires significant improvements to increase capacity and reduce delays. At the same
time, expansion of communication technologies is pressuring a limited radio fre-
quency spectrum. To address these challenges, European countries are mandating
more efficient air traffic communications systems and avionics. The U.S. has many
similar plans; however, Europe is leading worldwide implementation due to its cur-
rent frequency and air traffic congestion. We have no choice but to equip our aircraft
for flight in the airspaces of Europe as well as the rest of the world to allow access
to perform our mission.

INTELLIGENCE AND COMMUNICATIONS INFRASTRUCTURE

For the past several years, we have been living in a new operational environment
for both conventional and support operations as technological advances change the
way our potential adversaries and the U.S. military operate. At the same time, mili-
tary forces have become the spearhead for several nation-building efforts. To meet
these challenges, our intelligence collection and analytical efforts must constantly
adapt to keep pace with the evolving intelligence demands associated with these
new mission areas. Potential asymmetric attacks, including WMD, terrorism and in-
formation operations, may be directed not only at our deployed forces, but also at
our critical infrastructures.

INTELLIGENCE SUPPORT TO USEUCOM

National agency support, including overhead collection, analysis and reporting, is
critical to supporting our operational forces and engagement strategies. While we
continue to revalidate our commanders’ intelligence requirements and economize
our requirements on these national resources, there is no theater capability to com-
plement national collection support.

Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) capabilities are critical to meeting USEUCOM
intelligence needs. In particular, the contributions of the Defense Attaché System
provide first-hand insights into the military-to-military relations in each country
and timely reporting on crisis situations. The initiative to expand Defense Attaché
Office presence in Africa is important to our engagement programs. In addition, DIA
is leading a defense intelligence community effort to meet future challenges. This
effort includes improvements to the database to enhance future targeting capabili-
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ties, increased interoperability between national levels and tactical commanders,
and an emphasis on new threats such as WMD and terrorism. The most significant
of these is the emphasis on the workforce to ensure the intelligence workforce is ca-
pable of meeting these and other threats now and in the future. I am confident
these initiatives will shape and improve defense intelligence support for the
warfighter.

USEUCOM relies heavily on National Security Agency (NSA) products and serv-
ices. The actions undertaken by the Director of the NSA to transform the agency
into an organization that will successfully respond to future threats of the Informa-
tion Age are critical to ensuring the safety of our forces. Funding support for NSA’s
efforts will help mitigate trade-offs during NSA’s transformation process, while en-
suring the timely deployment of capabilities needed to exploit and defeat modern
adversaries. Such funding will have the added benefit of meeting USEUCOM’s
needs now, and into the rapidly evolving future.

The National Imagery and Mapping Agency (NIMA) provides critical imagery in-
telligence (IMINT) and geospatial information support and has repeatedly dem-
onstrated its responsiveness to USEUCOM crisis operations. The need to precisely
engage targets while minimizing collateral damage requires accurate and timely
spatial and temporal intelligence. NIMA initiatives to develop a global geospatial
foundation are critical in achieving our operational and engagement objectives. Ad-
ditionally, NIMA’s efforts to provide a critical IMINT tasking, processing, exploi-
tation, and dissemination (TPED) system are crucial in fully realizing the benefits
of our next generation imaging satellites. The recent congressionally-directed NIMA
Commission, however, concluded TPED is under-resourced overall, and the U.S.
cannot expect to fully realize the promise of the next generation of IMINT satellites
unless NIMA TPED is adequately funded.

INFORMATION DOMINANCE

In conducting our missions and executing our responsibilities, USEUCOM com-
manders have an indispensable edge: We enjoy “information dominance” that comes
from the interaction of superior intelligence and information infrastructures. How-
ever, that edge is perishable and is constantly threatened. The section addresses our
health in both.

COMMAND, CONTROL, COMMUNICATIONS, AND COMPUTER SYSTEMS INFRASTRUCTURE

Europe’s Command, Control, Communications, and Computer Systems (C%) infra-
structure needs improvement to be able to handle a major crisis. Many USEUCOM
networks were built in the 1940s and 1950s to support low-bandwidth voice service,
and are simply inadequate for evolving high bandwidth demands, such as worldwide
command and control video conferences, live Unmanned Aerial Vehicle (UAV) video
feeds, electronic tasking orders for our air and land forces, theater-wide situational
awareness, and full implementation of DOD’s Global Combat Command and Control
and Global Combat Support Systems. These systems are the foundation of
USEUCOM’s command and control capabilities.

The theater’s World War II-era infrastructures suffer weather-related degradation
in copper cables still insulated with wrapped paper. Increased network loads and
failure of critical components cause unacceptable system delays and outages. Many
naval sites in particular are unable to meet the minimum requirements for the
Navy/Marine Corps Intranet—their primary information service network. Further-
more, current infrastructure does not support Information Assurance (IA) measures,
potentially allowing our collection, analysis, dissemination, and command and con-
trol functions to be jeopardized by hostile or inadvertent interference.

We depend upon information services and network-centric command and control
to enable smaller forward deployments, rapidly deployable joint task forces and task
force component commands, shorter decision times, and improved force protection
capabilities. This reliance makes targeting our networks an attractive option for ad-
versaries unable to field conventional forces against us, and makes IA an absolute
must if we are to maintain information superiority, and the integrity of our com-
mand and control.

USEUCOM’s satellite communications lack flexibility, and capacity is extremely
limited. In the event of a major crisis in Southwest Asia, nearly all of our mission-
essential communications could be preempted by the surge in bandwidth require-
ments from U.S. Central Command. Realistically, this infrastructure needs to be re-
placed with modern high-bandwidth capability, preferably within the next 5 to 7
years—a significant investment, but one that we can’t afford not to make.
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OTHER AREAS FOR INVESTMENT AND IMPROVEMENT

Recent process improvements have enhanced coordination and prioritization of
scarce intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (ISR) resources across numer-
ous worldwide requirements. However, airborne collectors remain a “low density—
high demand” asset. Our ability to penetrate denied and high-risk airspace is criti-
cal to deliver the real-time threat awareness to deployed forces in places like the
Balkans, Northern Iraq, and the Levant. We need to ensure the development of
these capabilities, including long dwell UAVs with both imagery and signals collec-
tion capabilities, stays on track in order to deliver necessary warning and force pro-
tection in threatening and uncertain environments.

RESOURCES

America’s most precious military resource, servicemembers and their families, are
our number one combat multiplier. The well-being of the family is one of our top
theater priorities, and is inextricably linked to readiness, retention, and reinforce-
ment of core values, healthy family life, high morale, and mission accomplishment.

QUALITY OF LIFE

The quality of our housing, medical care, schools, religious services, public facili-
ties, community services, and recreation activities in Europe should reflect the
American standard of living—a value we have all pledged to defend. Our most im-
portant fiscal year 2000 Quality of Life (QOL) objective was to analyze and quantify
the impact QOL has on readiness and retention. We took “expert testimony” from
senior enlisted advisors and family members across the theater. Their conclusions
paralleled previous evaluations, with family housing and barracks, spouse employ-
ment, childcare and health care, dependent education, and now the work environ-
ment consistently identified as lagging the farthest behind.

MILITARY INFRASTRUCTURE

We have seen many positive results from increased congressional funding last
year and we all applaud and are thankful for congressional efforts to ensure the
readiness of our forward deployed forces and families. Of particular note, the re-
cently added $25 million provided to the Army in Europe to plan and design their
“Efficient Basing Initiative” is greatly appreciated, and will prove important as we
work to revitalize our existing infrastructure. However, there is still a substantial
amount of work to do to adequately provide for our servicemembers, civilians, and
family members who deserve quality housing, workplace, and community facilities.

Housing, both unaccompanied and family, has improved continuously for the last
3 years and the outlook is promising. The elimination of gang latrines and the ren-
ovation of the barracks and dormitories to DOD’s 1+1 standard has been a major
morale booster for our troops and our components are on track to meet the Defense
Planning Guidance (DPG) requirement for fiscal year 2008. Military family housing
throughout Europe as a whole remains old, however, and is well below contem-
porary standards, and in need of extensive repairs and modernization. Although our
housing programs in Europe are generally on track to meet DPG requirements for
fiscal year 2010, for the Air Force alone, military housing construction allocations
of over $100 million per year for the next decade will be required to achieve mini-
mum housing requirements. Quality housing for military members and their fami-
lies continues to be a critical element in attracting and retaining the high caliber
personnel who make our military forces the best in the world.

With trends in housing and barracks positive, it is now essential to focus our at-
tention on the quality of the infrastructure of our communities and work facilities
in Europe. Sustaining, restoring, and modernizing facilities are critical to properly
supporting the military mission within the theater. From runways for our aircraft
to the work place for our troops, the infrastructure support for our operations and
people has weakened over time. This failing infrastructure is due to almost a decade
of placing MILCON and Real Property Maintenance funding at a lower priority than
other needs. Significant investments need to be made over the next decade to en-
hance our warfighter’s support infrastructure and demonstrate to our people that
they are indeed our most valuable resource.

USEUCOM is aggressively using all available funding sources, including the
NATO Security Investment Program, Residual Value, Payment-in-Kind, and any ad-
ditional funds provided by Congress, such as last year’s Kosovo MILCON Supple-
mental Appropriation, to help reduce costs and meet escalating requirements. Addi-
tionally, some European base closures and consolidations will reduce future costs,
enhance readiness, and increase effectiveness. Current ongoing efforts include the
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Army’s proposed relocation of an entire brigade combat team currently spread
across more than 13 sites, to the Grafenwoehr/Vilseck, Germany area. This consoli-
dation will significantly improve command and control, enhance training opportuni-
ties and vastly improve quality of life for the troops and family members—while
saving approximately $40 million per year in infrastructure costs.

With our continuing resolve to reduce the footprint while maintaining presence
in our AOR, recapitalization has also become a critical issue. Progress is ongoing
with the Naples Improvement Initiative nearly completed and construction efforts
at Naval Air Station (NAS) Sigonella about to commence. These efforts will provide
a significant improvement in both quality of life and service for sailors stationed in
the European Southern Region.

These and other initiatives are essential for posturing our forces to better perform
their missions, both now and in the future. In the meantime, we will continue to
endeavor to help ourselves first and work every opportunity for internal efficiencies
}hr(&ugh consolidation, privatization, and ensuring maximum benefit from available
unding.

DEPENDENT EDUCATION

With over half of USEUCOM servicemembers supporting families with children
in school, the quality of DOD’s dependent education programs ranks very high in
determining QOL for our civilian personnel and servicemembers. As with many of
our other QOL programs, lack of adequate infrastructure funding is the top concern.
Since many of our schools are remote, program-based staffing is critical to provide
a full range of educational opportunity for all students in music, art, and associated
after school activities. We must take aggressive action to expand vocational, tech-
nical and school-to-work opportunities for our students. Finally, we must work to-
ward establishing an 18:1 student-teacher ratio for kindergarten and to provide a
Talented and Gifted program for middle schools similar to what is currently avail-
able at our high schools.

CONCLUSION

The U.S. European Command, which I am proud and honored to command, is exe-
cuting new and exciting missions everyday, while successfully maintaining its
warfighting edge. USEUCOM has also been active and has indeed expanded its en-
gagement efforts, working to influence the military evolution of NATO, PfP, and
emerging European defense structures. Finally, USEUCOM has seized new opportu-
nities involving Russia, the Caucasus, and Africa, and will continue to seek new
openings to expand our relationships.

Although our current posture is favorable and capable of meeting our national se-
curity interests, our infrastructure in particular is in need of upgrade and replenish-
ment. Generally, significant increases in funding are necessary to maintain our
readiness, continue current engagement efforts, and make the necessary invest-
ments to sustain our quality of life.

Without bipartisan congressional support, USEUCOM would not have been able
to realize the achievements accomplished over the past year. On behalf of all per-
sonnel in the USEUCOM theater, I want to thank the committee for its support.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much, General Ralston.
General Franks.

STATEMENT OF GEN. TOMMY R. FRANKS, USA, COMMANDER
IN CHIEF, U.S. CENTRAL COMMAND

General FRANKS. Mr. Chairman, first of all let me reinforce the
point that you made earlier when you talked about the quality of
the young people that we have serving today in the Army, Navy,
Air Force, Marines, our Special Operating Forces, our Coast Guard.
In fact, they are the best that we have had, and that brings to my
mind the fact that what I would like to do with the committee is
express on the record our condolences in Central Command to the
families and the loved ones of those young people who were lost
last week in that training accident on the Udairi Range at Obser-
vation Post 10 in the state of Kuwait. Five Americans and a New
Zealand Army officer were killed in this tragic accident, while they
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were in the performance of duties designed to increase the stability
in a region that is inherently unstable.

It reminds me of the fact that ours is a dangerous profession,
and these young people do in fact go in harm’s way as they do the
mission. All of us are in their debt, and in Central Command we
join friends and allies in saluting the courage and the patriotism,
commitment, and sacrifice of these young people.

Additionally, I would like to thank the Government of Kuwait, as
well as others in the region, for the magnificent support that they
provided with respect to this accident.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to appear today be-
fore the committee to have an opportunity to talk about the central
region, an area of vital importance to the United States of America,
and what our activities are all about, what our interactions are,
what are difficulties are, and what our needs are.

As this committee certainly knows, in this region on a given day
will be between 18,500 and perhaps as high as 25,000 American
personnel. Today we stand at a bit over 21,000 Americans deployed
in the region, 175 to 200 airframes involved in our operations
there, and generally between 25 and 30 ships with a carrier battle
group in the Northern Arabian Gulf.

This region, as the committee knows, includes 25 countries, in an
area about twice the size of the continental United States. Our
forces around the clock, 365 days a year, are involved in enforce-
ment of the no-fly zone in Southern Iraq, a security zone that ex-
tends from south to north, that being from the Kuwait or Saudi
border up to the 33rd parallel about 180 nautical miles, and our
sailors, and marines, additionally serve in Marine Expeditionary
Units as they are in the region about 6 months of each year inter-
acting with forces there.

Our maritime forces include, as I mentioned, a carrier battle
group involved in maritime interception operations to ensure that
the regime in Iraq is not afforded the unrestricted opportunity to
smuggle gas oil using maritime routes in order to enhance Saddam
Hussein’s disposable income, which he has provided every evidence
he will use to enhance his military position by building up and
modernizing his conventional forces, his integrated air defense sys-
tems, as well as his weapons of mass destruction program.

These people who serve in the central region are doing this every
day, and I mentioned to the committee, Mr. Chairman, they do, in
fact, go in harm’s way. Witness the Khobar Towers incident, or wit-
ness the bombing of the Saudi Arabian National Guard facility sev-
eral years ago, witness 12 October this past year, where 17 Ameri-
cans, 17 sailors lost their lives in the Port of Aden in a terrorist
incident.

We ask a lot of these young people, we expect a lot of these
young people, we owe them what we seek in Central Command, in
fact all the military services to provide, and that is the appropriate
balance of our resource levels to ensure appropriate force protec-
tion, to ensure appropriate policy-level decisions, to provide the
benefit of experience from within the region to the policy level, as
the policies are being formed by this administration, to ensure that
we do the best things we can to work toward the assurance of
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maintaining access to this region of vital and enduring interest to
the country.

Mr. Chairman, I have asked that my prepared remarks be in-
cluded in the record, and at this point I will stop the oral remarks
and be pleased to entertain the committee’s questions.

[The prepared statement of General Franks follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY GEN. ToMMY R. FRANKS, USA
INTRODUCTION

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee.

U.S. Central Command’s (USCENTCOM) Area of Responsibility (AOR) includes
25 nations, extending from Egypt and Jordan to the Horn of Africa, the Arabian Pe-
ninsula, Pakistan in South Asia, and Central Asian states as far north as
Kazakhstan. Included are the waters of the Red Sea, the Northern Indian Ocean,
and the Persian Gulf, with maritime chokepoints of the Suez Canal, the Bab el
Mandeb, and the Strait of Hormuz.

The current National Security Strategy specifies that our core objectives in this
vital region are to enhance U.S. security, promote democracy and human rights, and
bolster American economic prosperity. To meet these goals, USCENTCOM promotes
regional stability, ensures uninterrupted access to resources and markets, maintains
freedom of navigation, protects U.S. citizens and property, and promotes the secu-
rity of regional friends and allies.

As we work with policymakers to define USCENTCOM’s approach in the AOR,
we address our objectives and goals in light of the political-military dynamics of the
region. The Middle East Peace Negotiations (MEPN) and U.S. relationships with
Israel, Lebanon, Syria, and Turkey influence our relations with Egypt, Jordan, and
the states of the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC). Pakistan is important to the U.S.
because of regional tensions and its proximity and relationship to Afghanistan. U.S.-
Pakistan relations continue to be influenced by these issues and by progress toward
a return to civil, democratic government. Transnational issues including humani-
tarian disasters, refugees, international crime, drug smuggling and terrorism, and
state-to-state conflicts such as the Eritrea-Ethiopia War, will continue to define our
tasks in the Horn of Africa. Our relations with the Central Asian states will be in-
fluenced by their relationships with Russia, their concern about extremism gen-
erated from Afghanistan, and our efforts and commitments to help the Central
Asian states in maintaining their independence, sovereignty, and territorial integ-
rity through democratic and defense reform.

Natural resource distribution will continue to influence regional dynamics. Con-
trol of water sources and uses downstream may heighten existing international ten-
sions, particularly along the Nile, Tigris, Euphrates, and Jordan Rivers. Competing
claims over the control and distribution of energy resources will continue to influ-
ence relations between states, particularly around the Caspian Sea.

On a given day, USCENTCOM operates in the region with some 30 naval vessels,
175-200 military aircraft, and between 18,000 and 25,000 soldiers, sailors, airmen,
coast guardsmen, and marines. Activities range from missions such as Operation
Southern Watch enforcement of the No-Fly Zone (NFZ) over Southern Iraq, to Mari-
time Intercept Operations (MIO) in the northern Persian Gulf, to Security Assist-
ance, to International Military Education and Training (IMET), to Joint and Com-
bined Exercises, and Humanitarian Demining (HD). Our military men and women
continue to do a remarkable job across the board in enhancing U.S. relationships
in the region, in promoting stability, and in supporting diplomatic efforts aimed at
securing America’s vital and enduring national interests.

There is, however, a price for America’s visibility in pursuit of our interests.
Some, opposed to the values for which our country stands, have determined to take
direct and violent action against our presence in the region. The terrorist bombing
of the Office of Program Management for the Saudi Arabian National Guard (OPM
SANG), the Khobar Towers bombing, the attacks on our embassies in Kenya and
Tanzania and last October’s attack on U.S.S. Cole continue to demonstrate that our
opponents are dedicated, determined, and resourceful. Our clear task is to remain
resolutely committed to the principles we stand for while we provide the best pos-
sible protection for our people. Efforts to counter the terrorist threat are ongoing,
but much remains to be done as our men and women in uniform daily go “in harm’s
way.”

I will now describe our AOR in greater detail, highlight our ongoing challenges
and opportunities, and identify our essential requirements.
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REGIONAL TRENDS

Overview

The Central Region is of vital interest to the United States. Sixty-eight percent
of the world’s proven oil reserves are found in the Gulf Region and 43 percent of
the world’s petroleum exports pass through the Strait of Hormuz. The developing
energy sector of the Central Asian states, with the potential for discovery of addi-
tional oil reserves, further emphasizes the importance of the Central Region to
America and the world.

The words that best describe the AOR are “diversity” and “volatility.” The region
is home to more than 500 million people, three of the world’s major religions, at
least 18 major ethnic groups, and national economies that produce annual per cap-
ita incomes varying from a few hundred dollars to tens of thousands of dollars.

Portions of USCENTCOM’s AOR are characterized by instability. We find social
volatility due to pressures created as governments transition toward democracy, and
we find additional social, economic and military stresses from humanitarian crises,
the strains of resource depletion or overuse, religious or ethnic conflict, and military
power imbalances. While national instability is not uncommon, the volatility of
USCENTCOM’s AOR is particularly significant because of its geographical and eco-
nomic importance. The natural resources of Saudi Arabia, Kuwait and others have
provided extraordinary opportunities for these nations, but also have given rise to
a range of socio-economic problems and rivalries. States such as Egypt and Jordan
have compensated to a large extent for their lack of mineral wealth through positive
use of their human resources. Yet, there are nations in the region that have not
generated the will, resources, or organization to move ahead. These factors will not
be easily overcome, and portend potential regional challenges for the future.

Iraq

Ten years ago, American leadership produced a coalition that defeated Saddam
Hussein’s invasion of Kuwait. Despite victory, we remain engaged in current oper-
ations in the Gulf because of Iraq’s refusal to abide by the terms of a series of
United Nations Security Council Resolutions (UNSCRs).

In the past year, coalition forces flew more than 19,000 sorties in support of Oper-
ation Southern Watch (enforcement of the Southern Iraq NFZ), with almost 10,000
of those sorties in Iraqi airspace. The purpose of these missions in support of United
Nations (UN) resolutions remains the protection of Iraqi civilians (Kurds in the
north/Shia in the south) from Saddam Hussein and the prevention of Iraqi aggres-
sion against its neighbors. Our forces have been engaged by surface-to-air missiles
or anti-aircraft fire more than 500 times during the period, and coalition forces have
responded to these provocations on 38 occasions. Enforcement of the NFZ will re-
main dangerous but necessary business as long as the Iraqi regime continues to
threaten its neighbors and its own people. Similarly, our naval forces maintain con-
tinuous presence in the Persian Gulf, and have intercepted 610 ships in the past
year in support of MIO, enforcing UN sanctions designed to limit Saddam Hussein’s
ability to smuggle oil out of Iraq. Iraqi oil smuggling provides uncontrolled reve-
nues, which could be used to reconstitute his weapons of mass destruction (WMD)
and rebuild his conventional forces. Sixty-five of these ships have been diverted to
Gulf coalition partners where contraband oil has been confiscated and sold. Again,
necessary but dangerous business.

As allied forces continue to enforce the resolutions, Iraq has become more aggres-
sive in attempts to circumvent them. As the second-largest producer of oil after
Saudi Arabia, Iraq has attempted to manipulate the UN Oil-for-Food (O-F-F) pro-
gram. Because of Saddam’s obstruction, not all revenues and supplies intended for
the direct relief of the Iraqi people under the O-F-F program have found their way
to the population. Additionally, by halting and restarting crude oil exports of up to
2.3 million barrels per day, Iraq has attempted to establish leverage that it can use
to end sanctions. Saddam’s ability to circumvent UN sanctions leaves little incentive
for him to accept UNSCR 1284 or permit the resumption of UN inspections. In the
absence of inspectors and a long-term monitoring program, we cannot verify that
Iraq is not continuing research, development and production of WMD and ballistic
missiles.

Despite the overwhelming defeat of Iraq’s conventional military force, it remains
a threat to its neighbors and has repeatedly demonstrated an ability to project force
as evidenced by significant deployments to western Iraq in October and November/
December 2000. Iraq continues to challenge coalition aircraft in the NFZs despite
the effects of 10 years of sanctions on its air force and continued attrition of its air
defense forces. Despite the degradation of Iraq’s military capability, our regional
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partners do not yet possess the capability to deter Iraqi aggression without our as-
sistance.

Saddam is as secure now as at any time in the past decade. Iraqi participation
in the 21-22 October 2000 Arab Summit and the 12-13 November 2000 Organiza-
tion of Islamic Conference (OIC) signals his attempt to reenter the Arab fold, and
renewed contacts between Baghdad and a number of moderate Arab countries fol-
lowing the breakdown of the MEPN make the U.S. leadership role critical as we
work to rebuild the Gulf War coalition. USCENTCOM operations and military-to-
military relationships remain key to this effort.

IRAN

Iran’s future is an enigma in the question of stability in the AOR. Since 1997,
President Khatami has attempted to change the image of Iran by initiating diplo-
matic rapprochement with Europe and the Gulf States. Domestically, moderate leg-
islators have the majority in the parliament and have attempted to reform the sys-
tem by introducing greater transparency and accountability within government.
However, conservative hard-liners have closed Iran’s free press, blocked reform leg-
islation, and intimidated and jailed moderate legislators and popular figures, effec-
tively maintaining an atmosphere of social and political repression.

Iran faces severe internal challenges including domestic political and economic
problems, massive unemployment, and increasing drug use. While a majority of Ira-
nians, especially the young, demand change, they find themselves virtually power-
less. President Khatami has not succeeded in changing the system while Supreme
Leader Khamenei and the ruling conservatives have clearly demonstrated that they
will not accept change, nor will they share the principal elements of state power
with an increasingly restless population.

Meanwhile, Iran continues to improve its conventional and unconventional mili-
tary capabilities. Tehran’s ability to interdict the Strait of Hormuz with air, surface,
and sub-surface naval units, as well as mines and missiles remains a concern. Addi-
tionally, Iran’s asymmetrical capabilities are becoming more robust. These include
high speed, fast attack patrol ships; anti-ship missiles; unmanned aerial vehicles
(UAVs); and hardened facilities for surface-to-surface missiles and command and
control. WMD programs and the Shahab-3/4 Medium Range Ballistic Missile
(MRBM) also continue to receive priority funding. Although President Khatami is
attempting to change Iran’s image, sustained hostility of conservative hard-liners is
evident as we see continued support of terrorism aimed at derailing efforts for peace
between Israel and the Palestinians.

As Tehran deals with the stresses of a growing and increasingly discouraged pop-
ulation, internal political volatility could result in diplomatic, military, or asymmet-
ric attacks on Iran’s neighbors or American citizens and our interests. If we factor
Iran’s burgeoning WMD capability into this equation, the risks increase significantly
and Iran becomes the greatest long-term threat in our AOR.

Gulf States

Increased revenues from high oil prices have benefited Gulf oil producers. This fi-
nancial shot in the arm has reduced budget deficits and reactivated previously
stalled infrastructure projects. However, socio-economic problems, such as increas-
ing population, high unemployment, declining public services, and a depressed
worldwide financial market, have focused the nations on the Arabian Peninsula on
economic reforms that are intended to diversify and stimulate their economies.

Regional stability was recently enhanced through the resolution of long-standing
Saudi-Yemeni border and Kuwaiti-Saudi maritime boundary disputes. But, unre-
solved United Arab Emirates (UAE)-Iran and Bahrain-Qatar territorial disputes,
and Kuwait-Iran maritime boundary disputes remain.

The ongoing Israeli-Palestinian violence is of continuing concern in the Gulf re-
gion. This violence has increased internal pressures on moderate Arab governments
who must balance responses to public opinion with the value placed on their rela-
tionships with the West. If the Peninsula states begin to distance themselves from
the U.S., their inability to face the dual threats of Iran and Iraq will leave them
vulnerable to intimidation by these aggressive powers.

Northern Red Sea

The Northern Red Sea sub-region (Egypt and Jordan) is on the front lines of the
MEPN and has the most to gain or lose from the process. Peace would usher in the
prospect of economic development, a stable financial environment, and social stabil-
ity. Continued conflict encourages extremism, deters economic investment from out-
side the region, and inhibits tourism, a major source of income in both Egypt and
Jordan. President Mubarak of Egypt and King Abdullah of Jordan have walked a
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fine line on the issue despite domestic difficulties, calls for breaking diplomatic rela-
tions with Israel, and for boycotts of Israeli and U.S. goods.

Economically, Egypt’s move toward privatization is hampered by concerns about
unemployment and the expected economic downturn that would initially follow. As
Egypt’s major source of hard currency is tourism, its economy reacts dramatically
to advances or setbacks in MEPN.

Jordan suffers from water shortages, high unemployment, deficit spending, and
a stagnant economy hampered by sanctions imposed on Iraq, Jordan’s largest trad-
ing partner and its sole supplier of oil. Jordan’s economic prospects are limited by
the region’s instability, magnified by the fact that 60 percent of the population of
Jordan is Palestinian. King Abdullah has managed to support the Palestinian cause
while maintaining ties with Israel, and dealing with the economic impact of sharing
borders with Syria and Iraq.

Central and South Asia

Central Asia’s primary security concern is the threat posed by religious extremism
generated from the continuing conflict in Afghanistan. In response to the Islamic
Movement of Uzbekistan (IMU) incursion in 1999, Uzbekistan and Kyrgyzstan
began developing new tactics and deployed military forces to critical defensive cor-
ridors in anticipation of renewed IMU activity. Consequently, and due to increased
logistical and training support provided by the U.S., Turkey, Russia, and China,
Uzbekistan and Kyrgyzstan anticipated and effectively countered IMU infiltration
into their territory in the summer and fall of 2000. But these countries, and the
Central Asia region as a whole, will remain vulnerable to renewed IMU attacks in
the coming spring and summer. USCENTCOM will continue to work with the mili-
taries in Central Asia to enhance their abilities to secure their borders, build multi-
lateral relationships through exercises, and support diplomatic efforts to enhance
stability and nurture democracy.

Pakistan remains key to achieving stability in South and Central Asia. Peace ini-
tiatives instituted by Pakistan and India have the potential to develop into mean-
ingful dialogue and dramatically reduce tensions in the region, but both these nu-
clear states require encouragement to move forward. Pakistan perceives U.S. policy
as “tilting” in favor of India, which complicates dialogue on the subcontinent. This
perception is fueled by our limited military-to-military interaction with Pakistan
coupled with the current moratorium on International Military Education and
Training (IMET). Historically, the Pakistani military is one of the most influential
forces within the country and USCENTCOM’s relationships at the military level
could create leverage to enhance stability in South Asia.

Afghanistan remains a destabilizing influence in the region. In one way or an-
other, all of Afghanistan’s neighbors are affected by Afghanistan’s internal war—ei-
ther as a supporter of one side or the other, or by proximity to the chaos generated
by the war.

The military, economic and social stresses brought on by the Afghan conflict and
the continuing tension between India and Pakistan impact each of the Central
Asian governments and regional economies as well, and have prompted the Central
Asian states to look for increased collective security opportunities. USCENTCOM
has effective mil-to-mil programs with Khazakstan, Uzbekistan, and Kyrgystan, and
is interested in beginning engagement with Tajikistan, a country key to the region
because of its geostrategic location and close ties to Russia. Tajikistan has submit-
ted paperwork to join the Partnership for Peace program, and the Department of
State is actively working to obtain Cooperative Threat Reduction certification and
IMET funding to support their request.

Africa

The 2V2-year war between Ethiopia and Eritrea appears to have ended with the
12 December 2000 peace agreement. With the deployment of the United Nations
Mission to Ethiopia and Eritrea (UNMEE), both countries have promised to uphold
the principles of the peace agreement. As long as UN peacekeepers are present, re-
newed fighting is not expected. As these states implement the peace agreement, we
will reopen military contacts and seek to build on relationships that provide balance
and enhance regional stability.

Other countries in the Horn of Africa are still suffering from the impact of a 5-
year drought that places 20 million in need of aid, about 10 million of whom are
facing starvation. Despite donor fatigue, aid agencies remain responsive to this hu-
manitarian disaster, and USCENTCOM will continue to assist with humanitarian
programs in every way possible.

Sudan continues to provide support and safe haven to transnational terrorists and
opposition groups. President Bashir has been unable to end the civil war in south-
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ern Sudan, and factional fighting has caused the UN and other relief agencies to
periodically suspend relief efforts.

Despite Djiboutian efforts to revive a national Somali government, there is little
prospect that Somalia will emerge as a coherent state in the near future. Djibouti
itself will continue to face challenges as it struggles to deal with its own economic,
political and social problems.

Despite the continuing drought-induced humanitarian crisis described above, eco-
nomic stagnation, and political turmoil, Kenya remains key to stability in East Afri-
ca and is an important friend for the United States. Kenya’s apolitical Army re-
mains a source of stability that will be important as Kenyans go to the polls in 2002
to elect their first new president in 23 years. The African Crisis Response Initiative
(ACRI) will help that Army build capacity to respond to Kenya’s needs.

Terrorism

The threat of terrorist activity remains high throughout the Central Region.
Events such as the attack on U.S.S. Cole serve as constant reminders of this fact.
Despite our counterterrorism successes over the past year, including the disruption
of terrorist cells in Jordan and Kuwait, extremist groups continue to recruit, train,
and conduct operations. One evolving trend that has helped terrorist organizations
rebound from our counterterrorism successes is unprecedented cooperation between
known and obscure groups. This cooperation includes moving people and materials,
providing safe-havens and money, and training new recruits. The trend is especially
disturbing as known organizations gain plausible deniability for operations, while
the obscure groups achieve an increased capability from training and financial sup-
port.

Terrorists’ persistent interest in larger devices, more lethal tactics, and unconven-
tional (chemical, biological, radiological, and nuclear) weapons points to an even
more significant problem in the future. In addition to the use of unconventional
weapons, the potential for terrorists to regard unconventional targets (civilians and
civilian infrastructure) as practical options for attack seems likely. As terrorist net-
works improve their ability to operate within the global communications environ-
ment, we see increased capability to support recruitment, conduct fund-raising, and
direct sub-elements worldwide. The complex terrorist threat we face today is less
predictable and potentially much more dangerous than we have seen in the past.

Proliferation of WMD

Russia, China and North Korea remain the primary external suppliers of WMD
and missile-related technology to countries in the AOR, and some regional states
with maturing WMD programs have joined the ranks of potential suppliers. As pro-
liferation in the Central Region accelerates, coalition partners feel mounting pres-
sure to offset the WMD threat with comparable weapons of their own.

As mentioned previously, Iraqg’'s WMD capabilities have been degraded but not
eliminated. The reconstitution of key weapons programs may have begun, facilitated
by the long absence of UN arms monitors. The 2+ year gap in the UN disarmament
presence makes it difficult to verify the current status of biological, chemical and
prohibited missile capabilities.

Meanwhile, Iran continues to place a high priority on developing WMD, specifi-
cally chemical weapons (CW), ballistic missiles and possibly biological agents.
Tehran is aggressively pursuing nuclear technology and is progressing in its devel-
opment of a large-scale, self-supporting CW infrastructure. Additionally, they have
pursued the development of the Shahab—3 medium range ballistic missile (MRBM)
to augment existing SCUD-B and SCUD-C systems. Two Shahab-3 flight tests
were conducted in 2000 and, despite a failure on the last attempt, this system may
now be available for use. Additional programs and capabilities can be expected in
the future.

In South Asia, the missile and nuclear race between Pakistan and India contin-
ues. Both states are developing and testing a variety of technologies capable of de-
livering nuclear devices out to ever-greater ranges. Although the Central Asian
states neither produce nor store WMD on their territories, given the geopolitical sit-
uation, WMD could transit their borders. DOD’s WMD Customs and Law Enforce-
ment programs support nonproliferation efforts in Central Asia.

Environmental Security (Water)

Water will dominate the environmental factors that pose the greatest threat to
regional stability. The combination of water scarcity, water contamination, the lack
of equitable water-sharing agreements, population growth, and exponentially in-
creasing demand for water will exacerbate an already challenging and volatile situa-
tion in the Central Region. While environmental factors can easily trigger conflict,
cooperation on these issues can promote regional stability and contribute to the on-
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going process of conflict resolution. As such, environmental security remains an im-
portant element in shaping a future made complex by competition over natural re-
sources. USCENTCOM-sponsored environmental conferences will continue to pro-
vide a valuable forum for the region to discuss environmental issues.

PROGRAM ASSESSMENT

Operational Activities

The focus of our day-to-day operations in the Gulf region remains Iraq. Iraq’s
long-term intransigence and non-compliance with UNSCRs has resulted in contin-
ued NFZ operations in both northern and southern Iraq, and our naval forces con-
tinue to conduct maritime intercept operations to limit Iraq’s ability to smuggle oil
outside the Oil-for-Food Program. Additionally, we maintain a rotational ground
task force in Kuwait to assist with initial defense of Kuwaiti should Iraq attempt
aggression.

USCENTCOM'’s Joint Task Force—Southwest Asia (JTF-SWA) conducts NFZ en-
forcement, along with our UK partners, in order to monitor Iraqi compliance with
UNSCR 688 and deter enhancement of Iraq’s military capabilities in violation of
demarches and UNSCR 949. Despite the resumption of both international civilian
flights to Iraq and intra-Iraq flights, JTF-SWA remains capable of effectively en-
forcing the southern NFZ.

One of the most visible examples of our commitment to the region is the presence
of Naval Forces U.S. Central Command (NAVCENT) in Manama, Bahrain, the only
component headquartered in our AOR. Operating with other coalition members,
NAVCENT enforces UN sanctions against Iraq and protects our interests in the
Gulf. Along with containing Iraq and ensuring freedom of navigation in shipping
lanes critical to world commerce, NAVCENT operations serve as a constant re-
minder of U.S. commitment to stability in the Gulf region and Strait of Hormuz.

Since the beginning of Operation Desert Shield (August 1990), Maritime Intercept
Operations (MIO) have resulted in the search of almost 13,000 ships bound for or
departing from Iraq, with more than 760 diversions. Support for MIO has been sig-
nificant with ships from Kuwait, Canada, the United Kingdom, Belgium, New Zea-
land, Italy, Australia, and the Netherlands, and boarding teams from Argentina and
Poland having participated. Additionally, our naval units ensure freedom of naviga-
tion, execute maritime rescue missions, and conduct directed contingency oper-
ations.

USCENTCOM provides ground presence in Kuwait with Operation Desert Spring
(ODS). This ongoing operation, under the command and control of Combined Joint
Task Force (CJTF)-Kuwait, is built around a mechanized infantry or tank battalion
task force, an Apache helicopter company, and a Multiple Rocket Launch System
(MLRS) battery. The units which rotate on 120-day tours come from both the active
and Reserve components with a deployed strength of just over 2,500 personnel. This
force level has been present in Kuwait since October 1999.

These on-going operations promote stability in this volatile region, acting as a de-
terrent to potential crises. However, the destabilizing influence of Iraq, Iran and
failed states such as Afghanistan and Somalia, require us also to maintain Oper-
ational Plans (OPLANs) and Contingency Plans (CONPLANSs) to respond to a vari-
ety of crises when directed.

Maintaining our ability to meet the command and control requirements of our
OPLANs and CONPLANS is an important mission. This requirement is particularly
significant, as USCENTCOM is responsible for a major theater warfighting mission
in an AOR 7,000 miles away. In view of this, we have initiated the development
of a Deployable Command Post (CP) that can be introduced into any country in the
AOR early and increase strategic flexibility to respond across the full spectrum of
operations. This CP is being designed to be deployable by air (C-5/C-17) and modu-
lar. Depending on the situation, it can range in size from the CINC’s aircraft with
a small operational staff to a full up headquarters with all the critical command
nodes available.

The USCENTCOM Theater Engagement Plan (TEP) provides direction and a com-
mon vision for our “shaping” of the security environment. Through theater engage-
ment planning, we integrate the engagement activities of U.S. Central Command
with those of other U.S. Government agencies, non-governmental and private volun-
teer organizations, and our friends and allies. The TEP draws resources from var-
ious agencies to include the Department of State, the Office of the Secretary of De-
fense, the Joint Staff, the Defense Security Cooperation Agency, and the military
services. We are working closely with the Joint Staff to streamline funding processes
and to develop a framework to better align resources with missions.
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TEP engagement activities are divided into eight broad categories, including oper-
ations addressed above. Significant aspects of the remaining seven engagement cat-
egories are summarized below.

Exercises and Combined Training

The Joint and Combined Exercise Program is a key element of our current Na-
tional Military Strategy, and is coordinated with other agencies’ regional activities
through the Theater Engagement Plan. The USCENTCOM exercise plan includes
10 major exercises and 80 smaller exercises for fiscal year 2001. Our aim is to maxi-
mize the use of in-theater forces, increase multilateral exercise and simulation op-
portunities, gain the greatest possible training benefit for our forces, and combine
exercises whenever practicable. The program remains a cornerstone of our mil-to-
mil relationships and serves to guarantee access and enhance coalition capabilities.

In November of 2000, we executed Internal Look 01 (IL01), our premier battlestaff
and coalition training exercise, by establishing a Contingency Forward Head-
quarters and simulating the execution of one of our principal plans. During the re-
mainder of this year, we will execute several major sub-regional exercises. In May,
Eagle Resolve, a senior-level symposium held in Bahrain, will be our principal
mechanism for advancing the Cooperative Defense Initiative (CDI) among the GCC
states. In early July, we will execute Regional Cooperation—formerly known as
CENTRASBAT—a multinational peacekeeping command and staff exercise with
various Central Asian, NATO and other Newly Independent States (NIS) at the
Warrior Prep Center in Germany. In late July, we will execute the Golden Spear
symposium in Kenya, bringing together the Ministers of Defense (MOD), Chiefs of
Defense (CHOD) and Foreign Ministers of 10 East African nations to formulate re-
gional strategies for humanitarian assistance and disaster relief. This fall, Bright
Star will culminate our exercise program in Egypt when more than 35 participating
or observing nations and approximately 65,000 personnel take part in a coalition
field training exercise.

Combined Education and International Military Education and Training (IMET)

The Combined Education and IMET programs are pivotal to sustaining U.S.—
host nation bilateral military relationships. These programs are relatively low cost,
high value investments that support U.S. national interests and help shape the se-
curity environment for the future. The programs afford military members of regional
states, many of whom are destined to become senior leaders in their respective
countries, opportunities to attend courses in our military institutions such as Com-
mand and Staff Colleges and Senior Service Schools. Combined Education and
IMET support congressionally-mandated democratization initiatives by exposing re-
gional military officers to the concepts of military professionalism, respect for
human rights, and civilian control. Some 540 students from our AOR will attend
U.S. military courses, schools, colleges, and training this year.

Security Assistance

In coordination with our ambassadors and country teams, we manage security as-
sistance programs to help the countries in the AOR improve their military capabili-
ties and interoperability. Foreign Military Sales (FMS) in the Central Region have
accounted for a significant portion of America’s worldwide sales—38 percent from
1990 through 1999—while our Foreign Military Financing (FMF) programs have al-
lowed us to assist AOR countries in meeting their legitimate self-defense needs and
improving interoperability with U.S. forces.

In the aftermath of Operations Desert Shield/Desert Storm, a primary emphasis
of countries in the region, particularly the countries of the Persian Gulf, was mod-
ernization of their armed forces through FMS and Direct Commercial Sales of U.S.-
built equipment. Saudi Arabia is the largest FMS customer in the world, accounting
for over $83 billion in FMS thru fiscal year 2000. Combined with the other countries
of the GCC, the total for this sub-region is over $94 billion through fiscal year 2000.

Two significant security assistance highlights of this past year include:

e In March 2000, the United Arab Emirates (UAE) signed a $6.4 billion
commercial contract with Lockheed-Martin to purchase 80 F-16 Block 60
aircraft. Associated with this commercial sale is a projected $1.6 billion in
FMS. FMS cases will include program support, pilot and maintenance
training, and F-16 munitions, which include AMRAAM, AIM-9, HARM,
Maverick and Harpoon missiles. Though the F-16 purchase was a Direct
Commercial Sale, U.S. Government and industry worked closely together to
bring this to fruition. As a result, the sale is a step toward enhanced strate-
gic partnership.
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¢ Similarly, the sale of ATACMS missiles to the Government of Bahrain
was finalized on 15 December 2000, as the Bahrain Defense Force (BDF)
continues to place emphasis on equipping and training their land and air
forces with U.S. resources and making them more capable contributors to
Gulf collective security.

Humanitarian Assistance (HA)

HA programs provide basic economic and social benefits for the civilian popu-
lations of developing countries in the region. These activities, in concert with a vari-
ety of State Department programs, focus on developing indigenous disaster response
capabilities. We expect in the coming year to complete projects that include rudi-
mentary construction and water well drilling, disaster preparedness assessments,
transportation of DOD excess non-lethal property, and various other medical, den-
tal, and veterinary projects in seven countries.

Humanitarian Demining (HD)

USCENTCOM currently provides HD training to Yemen, Oman, Djibouti, and
Jordan. The purpose of this program is to train host nation military and civilian
personnel in demining operations, with the ultimate goal of establishing local, self-
sustaining capabilities. U.S. led demining training efforts have helped several coun-
tries to develop significant capabilities. Jordan, for example, is developing a regional
response team that will be able to assist other regional partners in their own
demining efforts—an important step which enhances multi-lateral relationships.

KEY REQUIREMENTS

During my comments today, I will discuss the status of many programs. For fiscal
year 2002, the President’s budget includes funding to cover our most pressing prior-
ities. I should note, however, that the programs I will discuss and the associated
funding levels may change as a result of the Secretary’s strategy review which will
guide future decisions on military spending. The administration will determine final
2002 and outyear funding levels only when the review is complete. I ask that you
consider my comments in that light.

USCENTCOM priority requirements are as follows:

Strategic Lift

With few permanently-stationed forces in the region, our vitally important power
projection capability depends upon strategic lift and robust land and sea-based
prepositioned assets. Our ability to deploy forces and equipment quickly remains the
linchpin for conducting rapid response to contingencies in USCENTCOM’s AOR. We
must continue modernization and maintenance of our strategic deployment triad:
airlift, sealift, and prepositioning.

The accelerated retirement of the C-141 fleet and the significant challenges of
maintaining readiness levels of the C-5 fleet make continued production of the C—
17, progress toward C—5 modernization, and support of the Civil Reserve Air Fleet
program critical to meet major theater war deployment timelines. Our requirements
for strategic airlift combined with intratheater airlift are addressed in Mobility Re-
quirements Study 05, which we support.

The procurement of Large, Medium Speed Roll-on Roll-off (LMSR) ships is on
track and will significantly enhance our lift capability. Under the current procure-
ment plan, we will meet our force and sustainment deployment timelines with these
LMSRs and Ready Reserve Fleet (RRF) assets by the end of fiscal year 2003.

Prepositioning in the region, the third leg of the strategic deployment triad, helps
mitigate our time-distance dilemma, ensures access, demonstrates our commitment
to the region, and facilitates sustainment of forces until the Sea Lines of Commu-
nication (SLOCs) are established. I will expand on this later.

Command, Control, Communications, Computers, and Intelligence (C4I)

USCENTCOM is responsible for executing a major theater war (MTW) plan with-
out a headquarters located physically within the geographic AOR. As mentioned
above, USCENTCOM requires a deployable command and control headquarters that
provides the necessary flexibility to direct operations throughout the AOR during a
crisis or armed conflict with assured 24-hour communications to the National Com-
mand Authorities (NCA), other Combatant Commands, the Services, USCENTCOM
staff, our Component Commands, and deployed forces. We request the committee
stllpport our initiative to build this capability as provided for in our current funding
plan.

Additionally, the strategic environment in our AOR mandates a capable and reli-
able C4I infrastructure. The C4I infrastructure in place today is a mix of legacy
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equipment and modern components that have been assembled ad hoc as a contin-
gency system. Intelligence, operations, and support systems increasingly rely on as-
sured communications bandwidth. USCENTCOM must have a robust C4I infrastruc-
ture that supports these warfighting requirements. We will bring robust tactical
communication systems into the AOR in wartime, but we need a joint theater C4I
infrastructure to plug them into, one that takes advantage of fiberoptic cable and
commercial satellite services that are now available in the Gulf states. Forces must
maintain the ability to rapidly deploy to the theater, immediately access, and oper-
ate within our communications infrastructure and the global networks. Investing in
our theater infrastructure will give us the tools we need to operate across the full
spectrum.

Full Dimensional Protection

USCENTCOM focuses on full dimensional protection for forces and facilities
around the clock. Protection begins with timely, high confidence early warning of
terrorist planning and targeting. Recent intelligence community efforts to improve
performance in this area through improved analysis and information sharing are
steps in the right direction, but more needs to be done. We need a dedicated, long-
term effort with access to all terrorist-related information, both intelligence and law
enforcement, leveraged by state-of-the-art information technology tools, to get in
front of the next attack. Timely warning will generate defensive and offensive op-
tions that we do not currently have. I view this as our most important initiative
to protect forces and facilities. We must concurrently ensure that we are effectively
postured in the event timely warning does not come. Improvements are needed in
our ability to identify friend or foe (IFF), create standoff, and counter the delivery
of explosives (direct or indirect) used against component forces and facilities. Ap-
proximately 81 percent of USCENTCOM’s funding for military construction projects
is directed toward force protection requirements. I expect our funding requirements
to increase in the near future as we finalize ongoing vulnerability assessments and
increase our emphasis on elimination of force protection construction waivers.

Successful execution of USCENTCOM OPLANs/CONPLANSs also requires the ca-
pability to detect and characterize chemical, biological, radiological or potentially
hazardous elements, as well as the ability to decontaminate fixed sites and provide
collective protective measures in order to build and sustain forces within the AOR.
We intend to retrofit existing structures and incorporate chemical/biological harden-
ing into all new construction.

Finally, integrated theater air and missile defense will remain a priority to pro-
vide robust and responsive defense of theater forces and critical assets against the
full range of enemy Theater Ballistic Missiles (TBMs) and cruise missiles.

Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance (ISR)

We have made progress in bringing shared situational awareness to our compo-
nents and regional partners, but still have more work to do. USCENTCOM has
teamed with national intelligence agencies, other Combatant Commands and compo-
nents to devise a DOD-wide interoperability strategy employing a common set of an-
alytical tools and security safeguards that will allow us to rapidly share information
at multiple security levels and across echelons. USCENTCOM currently serves as
the “warfighter proving ground” for several interoperability evaluations, having in-
vested some $3 million in this effort in concert with the Defense Intelligence Agency
(DIA), the Joint Battle Center, the Assistant Secretary of Defense (ASD) for C3I,
and others.

Synchronizing U.S. and coalition operations via a secure shared network is an es-
sential USCENTCOM interoperability initiative. Our concept begins with hardware/
software installations for the six GCC states plus Egypt and Jordan, to provide our
partners with near-real time threat data and releasable operational information to
support our contingency plans. While intelligence community and Commander in
Chief (CINC) Initiative Funds have enabled us to make some initial progress, we
will need congressional support to operationalize this capability as provided for in
our current funding plan.

Theater airborne ISR remains a critical enabler for effective regional indications
and warning. Shortfalls in our current capabilities jeopardize our ability to obtain
the warning necessary to execute our OPLANSs. Solutions lie in fielding additional
modernized airborne reconnaissance systems and next-generation long-dwell un-
manned aerial vehicle (UAV) platforms. Such assets are necessary to fill early warn-
ir%g and mobile target collection gaps and provide a surge capability in the event
of crisis.

The health and status of national systems is also of concern to USCENTCOM. A
robust national imagery intelligence (IMINT), measurement and signature intel-
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ligence (MASINT), and signals intelligence (SIGINT) systems architecture is essen-
tial to providing indications and warning and situational awareness to all echelons
of command. We will continue to rely on these systems in tandem with the direct
threat warning provided by our theater ISR assets. The current mix of platforms
and sensors does not provide the full range of collection required for comprehensive
threat warning and support to fast-paced combat operations. Continued congres-
sional support for existing and planned national sensor platforms and upgrades, as
provided for in our current out-year funding plan, is essential.

MASINT provides key indications and warning, theater ballistic missile warning
and battle damage assessment. However, the current lack of operational sensors
and a formal architecture significantly reduces MASINT’s ability to support military
operations. MASINT has great potential and can provide tremendous support to the
warfighter. Your continued support is needed for existing and planned operational
sensors and associated architectures to make the system more capable.

It is also essential that we maintain a robust tasking, processing, exploitation,
and dissemination (TPED) architecture. This remains a daunting challenge, as cur-
rent limitations impede our ability to process, exploit and disseminate large imagery
files and move this critical data through the “last tactical mile” to our components
and their supporting units.

Active duty intelligence personnel manning and systems support also remain chal-
lenges at USCENTCOM, given our high operating tempo. That said, our Reserve
program is thriving. Reserve personnel have been integrated across all functional
lines including systems, counterterrorism, analysis, imagery, targeting, and battle
damage assessment. We would be unable to accomplish our missions and meet
emerging requirements without this Reserve component contribution.

Working with Regional Forces

As T discussed earlier, key elements of our current national strategy include en-
suring continued access for U.S. forces and enhancing the ability of regional states
to provide for their own security in concert with us and with each other. To meet
these objectives, USCENTCOM has developed a program that includes operations,
exercises, security assistance, education, humanitarian demining, and military-to-
military contacts.

With few permanently-stationed forces in the AOR, a strong mil-to-mil program
provides access to our friends and allies. Our engagement program provides not only
training to our forces and those of our partners, it also provides an outstanding ex-
ample of a successful, professional, and apolitical military to nations striving to
build their own military traditions. Military-to-military interaction engenders trust
and confidence and ultimately translates to greater security for our people. Our
combined commitment to aligning resources with these programs will ensure success
in achieving our national objectives.

Prepositioning and Forward Presence

Prepositioning in our AOR is the third leg of our strategic deployment triad. The
Navy and Marine Corps Maritime Prepositioning Force (MPF) program, comprised
of Maritime Prepositioned Ship Squadrons (MPSRONS) 1, 2, and 3, maintains a
high materiel readiness rate. It will become more robust when the MPF Enhance-
ment (MPF(E)) Program, scheduled for completion in March 2002, is fully fielded.
Each MPSRON will gain a fleet hospital, a Navy mobile construction battalion, an
expeditionary airfield, and additional warfighting equipment. The MPSRON-1 En-
hancement ship is already on station.

The Army’s prepositioning program, with a goal of placing a heavy division of
equipment in the region, is advancing on schedule. The brigade set in Kuwait main-
tains high operational readiness and is exercised regularly. The prepositioned site
in Qatar (Camp As Saliyah) houses the second brigade set and a division base set
estimated to be completed before the end of fiscal year 2003. The afloat combat bri-
gade, APS-3, is complete, and combat ready, and a second afloat brigade is planned
to augment APS-3 with an equipment fill of 83 percent of requirement in the near
term. The Army is evaluating other actions which could lead to a fill of 92 percent
of requirement.

The Air Force Harvest Falcon bare-based materiel program is also a vital asset
to meet our requirements, as these assets support the generation of Air Force com-
bat sorties in the early stages of contingencies. Having these sets positioned in the
AOR lets us avoid diverting critical strategic lift assets at the start of a conflict to
the movement of bare-base materials, thereby delaying the arrival of warfighting
elements. Currently, our on hand Harvest Falcon assets are 45 percent mission ca-
pable.
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Transformation

Our ability to shape the environment and influence the battlespace is linked to
transformation efforts by the Services and members of the joint team. In particular,
USCENTCOM supports the development of the doctrine, organization, and training
that will enable joint, combined operations in the multinational setting. We support
further development of a process for integrating coalition members into our trans-
formation efforts.

Across the board, USCENTCOM endorses Service efforts aimed at transformation
of existing force structures to modernized, versatile, full spectrum forces. Of special
importance to USCENTCOM is Army transformation, which will provide required
adaptive, lethal, and survivable forces responsive to the diverse operating contin-
uum in our AOR.

Quality of Life

Finally, the requirements identified above mean little without our most important
resource, people. An essential component of force readiness is continued emphasis
on improving the quality of life for service members and their families. I applaud
the leadership shown by Congress with passage of the “TRICARE For Life” program
for retirees and family members. I ask for your continued support to the Defense
Health Program as we fully realize the “TRICARE promise” for our personnel and
families stationed overseas and in remote locations. “Taking care of our own”
through medical, pay, and other entitlement programs provides the Services a set
of powerful recruitment and retention tools.

CONCLUSION

In the near-term, Saddam Hussein will continue to challenge our resolve as we
rebuild and strengthen the Gulf coalition. In the long-term, Iran’s moves toward re-
gional hegemony could be of greater concern. The Central Region is as dynamic as
it is volatile. Weapons of mass destruction, state-to-state conflict, terrorism, and
general instability will continue to place special demands on our people and on our
ingenuity.

Interaction and cooperation with regional militaries will remain a vital ingredient
in enhancing stability and security in this AOR. This interaction equals access and
goes a long way toward building trust and confidence with our friends and allies.
Our presence strengthens relations with our hosts and improves our ability to pro-
tect ourselves by eliminating suspicion, demystifying intent, opening the door to
communication, and denying the closed environment in which terrorists thrive.

The volatility of our region requires that USCENTCOM remain adaptable and
agile. Without a large footprint in the region, we must be truly “deployable.” Re-
sponsive command, control, and communications during peace, crisis, and conflict
will remain key to our ability to accomplish the mission. We have the finest soldiers,
sailors, airmen, coast guardsmen, and marines in the world. Your steadfast, superb
and visible support has made it so and you can count on them to do all we ask of
them—and more.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much.

General Ralston, I am going to pick up on your last presentation
about the need for the military construction in your area. I think
that is a very important issue. It does not have the drama of con-
flict and all of the other things that come to the attention of people
through media and otherwise, but it is just as important to give
your troops the basic requirements of a quality of life which they
deserve, commensurate with the onerous burdens of picking up
here in the United States, moving overseas and adapting to the
local economy. Often it is difficult for the wife to engage in other
activities and care for the family if the income level of the family
requires her to work.

You and I understand those things through long years, and I am
going to very much participate in trying to give you this support,
but I have to tell you that that is but one part of the overall con-
cern here in Congress of the United States, and certainly with this
Senator on this committee. Another area of concern is a drifting at-
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titude that I see with respect to NATO, brought along by this Euro-
pean Security and Defense Policy (ESDP).

Yesterday, our committee had the pleasure of receiving the Brit-
ish Secretary of State for Defence, and we had a long discussion
with him on that subject. I will speak for myself for the moment—
there is a concern about further augmentation of U.S. spending and
so forth with regard to NATO.

Now, it may well be that we will have to do this by necessity,
because the evolution of this new concept in NATO is going to take
a long time. This is an emergency situation that has to be ad-
dressed, but I would be less than candid if I did not point out my
concern, and I think of others, about this situation.

I remember when I first came to the Senate some 23 years ago,
the then-Majority Leader of the Senate, or he had just stepped
down, he had an amendment, the Mansfield amendment, to bring
our troops out of NATO. In the early years in my Senate career,
time and time again we had to go to the floor of the Senate to gain
the support of the whole Senate to do an orderly withdrawal of our
forces, and not a precipitous one.

I am not suggesting that that is going to happen here tomorrow,
but nevertheless, that is a part of Senate history, and it could be
brought up in an orderly way. Yesterday with the visit of our Brit-
ish colleague, one of our colleagues brought up the question of
whether or not U.S. force levels in Europe need to be kept at the
100,000 figure that you mentioned, in view of the desire for this
initiative within NATO. I think it is important to get this into the
record every time we have the opportunity, through your appear-
ance and others.

General RALSTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Let me give a little
bit of background on the European Security and Defense Identity
(ESDI) and ESDP that we talk about. For years, we as Americans
have asked the Europeans to do more to carry their own security,
so I would like to be supportive of anything that improves the secu-
rity posture of our European nations, and so therefore I want to be
supportive of ESDI with the caveat that it should be done in a way
that does not detract from the NATO alliance.

Now, I think there is a way to do this. Let me give you what I
think is the right way ahead, and then I will come back and talk
about some of the downsides if we do not do that.

There are four nations, Mr. Chairman, that are in the European
Union that are not in NATO: Finland, Sweden, Austria, and Ire-
land. I think the proper way to do this is to bring those four na-
tions’ military planners to Supreme Headquarters Allied Powers
Europe (SHAPE) headquarters, where we have the 19 NATO na-
tions there, and in terms of operational planning, military planners
will do what military planners always do. They will come up with
military options. We will have option A, and option A will have a
certain set of forces, and a certain risk factor, and a certain chance
of success, and option B will have a different set of forces, and a
different risk, and different chances of success, and option C, and
once those options are designed, then they can be provided simulta-
neously to the European Union and to the North Atlantic Council.

Now, the two political bodies will have the same set of plans, the
same set of facts, and the two political bodies can then deliberate
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as to who should do this operation, should this be a NATO oper-
ation, or should it be a European Union operation, and the United
States will be well-represented in that debate as it sits around the
table in Brussels.

Now, my concern is if we do not do it the way I have outlined,
and instead the European Union sets up their own planning mech-
anism over here, that has three major downsides. First, it is waste-
ful of resources. The last thing that the European nations need to
be doing is spending money on more jobs for generals in head-
quarters in Paris. That is money that needs to be going into the
battalions and the squadrons and the ships, not in more head-
quarters.

Second, if we do not do the planning the way I said, then the Eu-
ropean Union will come up with options 1, 2, and 3, NATO will
have A, B, and C, and when it gets to the two political bodies,
there will be more confusion than normal in times of crisis. We do
not need that.

Third, the European Union, if they pick battalion X that they
want on their operation, how do they know that battalion X is not
assigned to a NATO plan, and a NATO operation?

So if we do it the way that I said, where we bring the European
Union planners that are not already part of NATO, those four na-
tions to SHAPE, I think this can be well-managed, and I think it
can, in fact, be an improvement, but we do not have those details
ironed out yet, and that is something I am very concerned about.
It is something that we need to keep pushing on, and I think we
need to do it in the next few months to get that tied down the way
that it should be.

Chairman WARNER. I thank you. So it is in the next few months
that we will get some clarity to this situation.

General RALSTON. That is certainly my hope.

Chairman WARNER. I want to address an article which appeared
on March 21 in the London Daily Telegraph, and 1 will give you
a copy of it. Would you quickly pick up on the point they are trying
to raise here. I think this record today should incorporate your tes-
timony to strongly refute the principle they are trying to advocate.

“NATO’s attempt to quell the growing conflict in the Balkans is
being hampered by Americans’ reluctance to risk casualties, alli-
ance officials said yesterday.” Now, that is attributing it to alliance
officials, who I presume would be persons who work in the same
command structure that you are working in, if there is credibility
to this.

The problem is not discussed openly, but British officers speak
of “body bag syndrome,” as the major brake on NATO operations
to stop infiltrations of Albanian extremists from Kosovo into Serbia
and Macedonia.

The U.S. forces may be highly motivated by fighters and superbly
equipped, but there is frustration with the perception that Amer-
ican commanders are under the intense political pressure not to
shed soldiers’ blood. “The body bag syndrome is a real problem
now, said a senior European officer. It is not that the American sol-
dier doesn’t want to fight. The politicians won’t let him.”
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The issue has become urgent, since ethnic Albanian rebels began
to infiltrate both Yugoslavia and Macedonia late last year, using
the American sector of Kosovo as a base of operations.

Now, certainly, whether we are military field commanders like
yourself, or those of us here at home in Congress, we have foremost
in our mind the safety of our military in the forefronts of the world,
and the same may be said of this article about your AOR, General
Franks, but the Kosovo war was fought in a unique way, unprece-
dented with almost total dependence on air, as opposed to any
ground elements. The planners devised that and essentially
brought about the cessation of hostilities in that region, and I think
it was a successful operation. That is my personal opinion.

We were very proud of the fact that the performance of our mili-
tary, under the command of the leadership of their senior officers,
performed this mission with a minimum of casualties.

Clearly it is my perception that our military is willing to accept
the risks for which they chose this profession, and that they will
follow the orders of the Commander in Chief, our President. Con-
gress does not issue any orders, but we are very vocal, and a very
important co-equal partner of the infrastructure supporting our
troops, but I do not know that anything has emanated from Con-
gress that would give rise to the accusation in this article.

I know of no commands or orders given by the senior military
commanders that give rise to it. To the contrary, I feel that our for-
ward-deployed troops will accept those risks professionally associ-
ated with their mission, and if it results in casualties, it is highly
regrettable, but that from time immemorial has been the role of
those in uniform.

Now, I would like to have your comment. I presume your views
coincide with mine, but this is a fairly serious indictment that was
raised in the British press, particularly at a time when we see re-
quests coming in for additional troops. I think it is important that
you speak out with clarity on this article, because while you may
f1‘101: be familiar with this article, you have heard this accusation be-

ore.

General RALSTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I did read the arti-
cle, and I will tell you that I take strong exception to the senti-
ments expressed in that article. Soldiers that are in Kosovo today
that are on the border are doing, in my judgment, a magnificent
job.

Chairman WARNER. Incidentally, Senator Stevens and I and oth-
ers were there just 3 weeks ago. We were on that very border
where the fighting is taking place in the valley with you and our
troops.

General RALSTON. Yes, sir, and Mr. Chairman, I very much ap-
preciate the fact that so many members of the Senate took the time
to go and look at that, and you saw those magnificent young sol-
diers up there. They were not afraid of anything, they were there
to do their job.

Just a couple of weeks ago, on the Macedonian border, we had
a case where an American patrol was there. They were threatened
by armed extremists, and they shot two of them. They followed the
rules of engagement exactly as they should have, and they did that,
but that is a risk that they take every night and every day. It could
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have been that the Albanian extremist fired the first shot, and shot
0}1111" people. As it was, they protected themselves. They did the right
thing.

So I would take strong exception to the sentiments expressed in
that article. Our people are there. We do not expect them to go do
things that are irresponsible. There were some minefields on that
border. When you are operating in minefields, you have to do that
very carefully, and so we are going to make sure that our people
are protected to the best extent that they can be, but they will will-
ingly accept that risk, we will accept that risk, in order to carry
out the mission.

Chairman WARNER. As commander, you are not asking of other
military units to take any greater degree of risks than being as-
sumed by our own troops.

General RALSTON. That is exactly right.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you.

General FRANKS. Mr. Chairman.

Chairman WARNER. Yes, General Franks.

General FRANKS. If I might add to the same point, I also read
the article, and I also take exception to it. It brings to my mind
several things, not the least of which is a letter which I received
from an Australian officer after last week’s training accident in Ku-
wait.

I published it on our web site for everyone to see, wherein the
Australian officer talked about the sense of pride that he had had
when he had been a member of that coalition force standing in Ku-
wait, had had the opportunity to work with coalition people, U.K.,
his own, New Zealand, Kuwaitis, a variety of other Gulf States, as
in fact they had gone about their business, whether it be training,
or whether it would be maritime intercept operations, or whether,
in fact, it be Operation Southern Watch, where these young people
fly in harm’s way every day.

I have not, sir, and I do not expect to see any reluctance whatso-
ever in the will of these young people from across the coalition
wherein all of us serve to do what they are asked to do.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman WARNER. Senator Levin.

Senator LEVIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Let me add my wel-
come. I am sorry I was late. I was on the Senate floor. I have had
a chance to chat frequently with both our witnesses and congratu-
late them on the terrific job that they and the forces under their
command are doing.

First, I want to talk to each of you about the no-fly zones. Each
of you have a no-fly zone under your command, I believe. It is a
very frustrating engagement, I think. So the question is whether
or not flyers are at risk. From time to time when threatened they
act to remove the threat, as they should. We are spending a tre-
mendous amount of effort and money to maintain these no-fly
zones.

At the same time, we are told that the sanctioned regime is
gradually becoming weaker. I guess my question for each of you—
because one of you has the northern no-fly zone and one of you has
the southern—is whether or not you see any daylight in terms of
accomplishing a mission of removal, either through those no-fly



49

zones, which obviously you have a different mission, or through
some other means, removing the regime. If not, whether or not you
believe that the maintenance of those no-fly zones is really accom-
plishing a useful purpose.

Are we satisfied that, for instance, Saddam is not building up his
forces on the ground in those no-fly zones? Do you feel that they
are accomplishing their limited mission? Is it worth the risk, in
your judgment, to our flyers to maintain those no-fly zones? Is it
also worth the cost?

Now, I know there are a lot of policy questions wrapped up into
that, but I would like to get your judgment on this as professionals.

General RALSTON. OK, let me go first.

You are right, Senator Levin, there are a lot of policy issues
there, and what I try to do is to make sure that I can articulate
as best I can to the Joint Staff, to the Secretary of Defense, and
to the administration, not whether we should or should not be
doing this, but what the military consequences are of doing it.

Once again, as I said at the beginning, there is a risk that every
time our pilots enter Iraq to enforce that no-fly zone, they willingly
accept. We are, in fact, doing I think a very credible job of enforc-
ing the no-fly zone, and do believe that it has a deterrent effect in
terms of what the Iraqi military does, either to move in the north
against the Kurdish citizens that are there, and I will let General
Franks talk about the southern part.

As the administration reviews their policy, only the President
can ultimately make the decision as to whether the risk and
whether the cost in terms of resources is worth what comes out on
the positive side, and so I am not going to try to make a judgment
here today. The administration is reviewing that, and what we are
doing on the military side is carrying out whatever that policy hap-
pens to be.

I do believe we have a responsibility to tell them, as I have told
you this morning, what those risks are in terms of the chances of
an American airman being downed over Iraq, but ultimately that
has to be a policy decision.

Senator LEVIN. General Franks.

General FRANKS. Mr. Chairman, I would add to the comments of
General Ralston by saying, my direct experience with the southern
no-fly zone goes back about 4 years in the immediate past, 8 or 9
months in Central Command, and several years as the Army com-
ponent commander before that, having supported Operation South-
ern Watch, and having observed the maritime interception oper-
ations.

I agree with the observations that General Ralston made. That
said, this is not a without-cost enterprise—both monetarily and in
terms of the way we put our people at risk as we enforce this no-
fly zone.

As this committee knows, some 153,000 times our pilots have
been in the southern no-fly zone, 153,000 times since 1992. If you
go back just the past 12 months, we have put our young pilots and
support crews in the southern no-fly zone 10,000 times. We have
had more than 500 occasions where our people have either been il-
luminated by radars, or engaged by surface-to-air missiles, or en-
gaged by antiaircraft artillery fire.
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Senator LEVIN. Over what period of time was that?

General FRANKS. Over the past year, sir.

As I look at what has been accomplished, I look at the reason we
engaged in these no-fly zone enforcement processes in the first
place, and I am reminded of the Security Council resolutions which
came about at the end of the Gulf War, provisions of which the
Iraqi regime has not yet complied with.

I look at occasions where the regime has threatened the Kurds
in the north, Saddam’s own people, the Shia in the south, his own
people, and as recently as 7 years ago, massed large Republican
Guard formations down in the vicinity of Kuwait again, in violation
of the resolutions that came about at the end of the Gulf War.

So, sir, as I look at what we have done, placing our troops in
harm’s way, I have to believe that the containment of the regime
has had some positive effect.

I will defer to the policy team, the State Department, Secretary
Rumsfeld, Dr. Rice, the President, the Vice President, to review the
risk-gain analysis with respect to our current policy. I believe, as
General Ralston said, that process is ongoing. I have high con-
fidence in that process, and I have had the opportunity to inform
that process. I believe that a quality policy will emerge from it, and
I believe that that policy will address the pillars upon which we
should stand as we look back at the reasons why we are involved
in this key region of the world.

Senator LEVIN. Just one followup question, and then I will be
done on this particular subject. This is on a very directly-related
matter. Secretary Powell stated that the rules had been changed to
enable a more effective response to Iraqi activities to develop weap-
ons of mass destruction and the means to deliver them.

Can either of you shed some light on the comment of Secretary
Powell about rules being changed so we can more effectively re-
spond to the efforts of Saddam to develop those weapons?

General FRANKS. Senator Levin, I cannot talk directly to Sec-
retary Powell’s comment. I can tell you that the policy review that
is ongoing is, in fact, reviewing what we have heretofore called the
red line associated with weapons of mass destruction, and the
means to deliver them along with the other issues that we have in-
cluded in the policy in the past, and beyond that I am not sure how
to comment.

Senator LEVIN. You do not know about a change of rules yet?

General FRANKS. No, Senator.

Senator LEVIN. General Ralston?

General RALSTON. No, sir.

Senator LEVIN. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you, Senator Levin.

Senator Smith.

Senator SMITH. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Good morning, General Franks, General Ralston.

I want to mention three areas that to some extent overlap both
of your commands that are very troubling to me, and I think to the
region, if you could just comment briefly on them.

First, there are reports that Russia has agreed to supply some
$7 billion worth of weapons to Iran over the next few years, specifi-
cally three kilo-class submarines that, to my knowledge, are the
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only submarines owned by a Gulf country. We also know that Iran
is now interested in the SU-25 fighter aircraft, which, of course,
would close the air power gap between Iran and its Gulf neighbors.

Second, there are reports that the Chinese helped to upgrade the
Iraqi air defense systems, and General Franks, you just talked
quite at length in response to Senator Levin’s question about our
pilots in harm’s way, so if you would comment on that point. Third,
we received in Congress the recent report for the first half of 2000
that notes that China continues to send “substantial assistance to
Pakistan’s missile defense program,” not only Pakistan, but also
Iran and Libya.

There are some reports saying this proliferation is continuing de-
spite the previous administration’s lifting of U.S. sanctions against
China based on a promise that Beijing would stop the sales.

So in summary, we are seeing both Russia and China making de-
cisions that severely impact, I think, not only the volatility of the
region, but the safety of our forces in those regions.

Let me just go back to each point, and if you would prefer to take
the one in your area, that is fine. Let me go specifically now to the
Chir‘17ese helping to upgrade the Iraqi systems. First of all, is that
true?

General FRANKS. Senator, it is true.

Senator SMITH. Second, can you characterize the increase of that
effectiveness and how this might impact our forces as they go up
in the no-fly zone?

General FRANKS. Senator, I propose in closed session to give you
some greater details, but for the purpose of open session, I would
say that as we consider the threat our pilots face in the southern
no-fly zone, the thing that gives us the biggest problem is the inte-
grated air defense capability of the regime.

That integrated air defense capability involves several factors.
One is the command and control ability, that being the bunkers,
the communications and so forth, where the leaders command and
control the air defense operations. Another is the communications
capability, and in this case that involves some fiber optic cable link,
which is the point of your question.

Senator SMITH. A Chinese company.

General FRANKS. Affirmative. Also involved are the weapons
platforms themselves that are involved in the integrated air de-
fense, and as we look at the threat it is always in our best interest
to assure that it is not possible for the Iraqis to have early warn-
ing, and to have competent target-tracking radar, and to be able
to move signals around southern Iraq which will cause their weap-
ons platforms to effectively engage our air frames.

That was the case, and so the part of this that relates directly
to your question about the Chinese is this business of the commu-
nications architecture that supports this integrated air defense ca-
pability, specifically this business of fiber optics, and it was in that
corllte()i(t that I answered your question. Yes, the Chinese were in-
volved.

Senator SMITH. There have been press reports—and if you choose
to go into this in closed session, that is OK—that the taking out
of the Iraqi sites was based on the fact that we might injure Chi-
nese technicians. Is there any truth to that?
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General FRANKS. Senator, what I will tell you is that that would
never be a reason that would cause us to place our people in
harm’s way. I will give you the specifics in closed session, if I may,
but I will tell you that at no time were our airmen subjected to in-
cieased risk as a result of these capabilities while we did not strike
them.

Senator SMITH. To the best of your knowledge, was there any in-
formation about what the Chinese were doing in Iraq with their de-
fenses during the Permanent Normal Trade Relations (PNTR) de-
bate?

y General FRANKS. Sir, I cannot answer that question. I do not
now.

Senator SMITH. Just let me know when my time has expired, Mr.
Chairman.

We move over to your area, General Ralston, on the arms pro-
liferation, in terms of assistance to Pakistan, and how that might
impact the relationship between India and Pakistan: What is your
assessment of how that impacts volatility of the region?

General RALSTON. Senator Smith, let me make a comment and
Kloen defer to General Franks. Neither India or Pakistan are in my

R—

Senator SMITH. I apologize.

General RALSTON.—so I am not the expert on that, but from my
previous job as Vice Chairman——

Senator SMITH. Libya.

General RALSTON. Obviously, Libya is one that I do worry about.
Yes, arms proliferation, weapons of mass destruction is certainly a
topic that is of concern to me in EUCOM, and it is of concern to
NATO. This is one of the issues that we have been pushing hard
in NATO, that the European nations have to acknowledge the fact
that there is a weapons of mass destruction threat, and that we
need to be prepared to counter that.

Senator SMITH. General Franks, if you would just briefly com-
ment on the India-Pakistan portion.

General FRANKS. Sir, the comment that I would make would be
that weapons of mass destruction, as General Ralston said, are ob-
viously of great concern to us, and the proliferation of technologies
?ssociated with that, to include missile technologies, is a problem

or us.

We can talk about the specifics of weapons types and so forth,
if we could, again sir, in closed session, but I will tell you that pro-
liferation associated with the parties that you mentioned is, along
with other parties, a continuing concern for us in the Central Re-
gion.

Senator SMITH. Last point, the Russians and the Chinese obvi-
ously in seemingly isolated ways are impacting both of these re-
gions, the European Command and Central Command. Do we have
any evidence of coordination of those efforts between the two coun-
tries?

General FRANKS. Sir, I have no evidence of it.

Senator SMITH. General.

General RALSTON. Neither do I, Senator.

Senator SMITH. Thank you.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much, Senator.
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Senator Carnahan.

Senator CARNAHAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

General Franks, I have been struck by the breadth of our con-
tinuing operation to contain Saddam Hussein. The average Amer-
ican would probably be surprised to learn that coalition forces flew
20,000 sorties in the past year to control the no-fly zone in south-
ern Iraq, and that our forces have been fired on 500 times with
surface-to-air missiles and anti-aircraft fire. We should be quite
proud of our dedicated forces participating in these potentially dan-
gerous missions, stationed for long periods of time far away from
home.

You have stated that enforcement of the no-fly zone is necessary
business to assure that Iraq does not threaten its neighbors and its
own people. Since Saddam Hussein appears to have strengthened
his grip on power, the United States and its coalition partners have
no choice but to remain vigilant and maintain a strong presence in
the region.

Would you agree that more needs to be done to keep the Amer-
ican people informed of the threats posed by Saddam Hussein, and
the importance of maintaining our military presence in the region?

General FRANKS. Senator, that is my view, yes.

Senator CARNAHAN. Thank you. One other question. I share your
concern that the ongoing Israeli-Palestinian violence could lead
moderate Arab governments to distance themselves from the
United States, but as you point out, these states rely on the U.S.
presence in the region to deter intimidation by Iran and Iragq.

Clearly, the self-interest of these moderate Arab states is essen-
tial in relieving the current tensions, and I believe they have an
important role to play in urging a stop to the current violence, and
a resumption of negotiations between Israel and the Palestinians.
What communications have you had with the leaders of these coun-
tries to urge them to play a constructive role in ending the vio-
lence?

General FRANKS. Senator, with respect to precisely that point,
my interaction with the leaders in our region has not talked to, has
not made suggestion as to what they could do in order to ease the
Palestinian-Israeli problem. What we in Central Command do is,
by way of constant visit and constant interaction, provide the op-
portunity for them to inform us of what they believe the issues to
be, which we then work very closely with not only defense but
also—

Senator CARNAHAN. You are not being proactive in this respect?

General FRANKS. In terms of the military side of our organiza-
tion, no, ma’am. What we are doing is informing them of our own
policy, assisting with consultations, providing advice within our
own governmental construct, the new policy team, and taking the
results of their ongoing consultations with each of the leaders out
in this region.

Senator CARNAHAN. General Ralston, I certainly applaud you for
your focus on readiness in the European Command’s forces, and
you have stated it is one of your top priorities. Your testimony,
however, includes many examples of cuts in training exercises
throughout the theater.
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This brings me to a much broader subject. We are currently con-
sidering a budget that would significantly reduce revenues to the
Government over the next decade, yet we are being asked to com-
mit to this budget before the Department’s review is completed,
and before we have a firm idea of what our military needs are
going to be.

If the anticipated surpluses are not as large as we expect them
to be, there will be calls for restraint in domestic spending, includ-
ing defense spending. Do you have any concerns that, like in the
past, the overall budget outlay could adversely impact our ability
to fund important military needs?

General RALSTON. Yes, ma’am. First of all, I am not privy to the
budget that will be coming over, so I cannot talk in detail to what
that is. I do not know what is going to be in there.

What I tried to point out in my statement is a statement of fact,
what has happened in the past. All I can do is outline for the ad-
ministration and for Congress what steps we would have to take
in terms of cutting back on exercises, cutting back on deployments,
and cutting back on training if our operation and maintenance
budget is not funded at the proper level.

Senator CARNAHAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much, Senator.

Senator Inhofe.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am sorry I have
been in and out. We have two committee meetings at the same
time.

General Ralston, I do appreciate the fact that you did single out
readiness. It is a crisis, not just in your area but all over. I chair
the Readiness and Management Support Subcommittee. We had
two hearings, one yesterday and one the day before. The one yes-
terday was on facilities, Mr. Chairman, and we had 14 witnesses
from all ranks, and some Reserve and Guard components, most of
them regular services. It is a crisis throughout here, in the United
States, and I heard you mention, and I am very sensitive to the
conditions that you showed us on your chart in your theater, but
also the same thing is happening here. In fact, 67 percent of our
facilities were rated C—3 or below, and that is all here in the
United States. I applaud you for being concerned with doing some-
thing about that over there. We also must concentrate on doing it
over here at the same time.

You think about the retention problems that we are having and
I do not think there is anything that contributes to that more than
these kinds of deplorable conditions and quality of life, and so this
is a problem.

Now, second, I want to say, I really do appreciate the fact that
you have come out and talked about Africa. During the whole situ-
ation in Kosovo, I was trying to get the point across that if you
would take the countries of Burkina Faso, Sierra Leone, Cote
D’Ivoire, Benin, Togo, Gabon, Rwanda, Burundi, Kinshasha, Congo-
Brazzaville, in just those countries, for every one person who is
ethnically cleansed in Kosovo, there are 100 persons ethnically
cleansed in those West African and Central African countries.
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I applaud you for your interest and for bringing it out, and let-
ting America know that there is a serious problem there, and that
we are doing what we can to prevent such atrocities.

General Franks, I was down in the Sinai, in that area down
there. Quite often we talk about what is happening to our readi-
ness as a result of deployment to places like Kosovo and Bosnia,
and I am concerned about that, because from a ground logistics
standpoint, if something should happen in the Persian Gulf, we
would not be able to handle those without, I think, being totally
dependent on Guard and Reserve. I was told that by the senior offi-
cer down there.

But in areas like the Sinai, where we have troops, do you see any
areas where you think that we might be able to reduce the number
of troops for the benefit of an increased readiness?

General FRANKS. Senator, as you know, and certainly as the com-
mittee knows, Central Command is a bit of an unusual command
in that we really do not have assigned forces, and so the answer
to your question honestly is, yes, sir, weekly and daily.

We will change our force levels, and they will range generally be-
tween, as I mentioned, 18,500 up to perhaps 25-26,000, dependent
on what particular contingency operation we may be running at a
given point in time, or depending on whether we have a Marine
Expeditionary Unit in our AOR at a point in time, and so, sir, what
we do, literally, is we move up and down the force levels, depend-
ing on what the needs are in the AOR on a given day.

Senator INHOFE. In the case of the U.S. troops, did they go
through the Vieques training?

General FRANKS. Vieques, yes, sir, they did.

Senator INHOFE. But was it inert?

General FRANKS. With inert, yes, sir.

Senator INHOFE. With inert. What is your feeling about inert ver-
sus live ordnance?

General FRANKS. Senator, as a matter of fact we also, in all of
our training areas we will use sometimes inert only, and sometimes
a combination of live, in this case Mark-82 bombs, or inert bombs,
and so the preference is to use the live munitions when we can,
and I think that is responsive to your question. But my experience
hals been that the other munitions also provide great training
value.

Senator INHOFE. Well, we had a hearing before my subcommittee
2 days ago on encroachment, and of course Vieques is the poster
child for that kind of a problem.

General FRANKS. Right.

Senator INHOFE. All of them came forward and said that in the
cases of the Marines, the Expeditionary Units, as well as the live
Navy support fire, and the ability to use our pilots was absolutely
necessary, and it did affect the quality of it. I want to get your per-
spective.

General FRANKS. I agree with that. I think there is a place for
both inert and live. Obviously, the most realistic training we get is
with live munitions.

Senator INHOFE. Yes. Now, lastly, right after the U.S.S. Cole at-
tack occurred, I went over there and tried to determine what I
could from my perspective to determine what happened there.
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Every naval officer I talked to said that if they had had the option
of refueling at sea, they would have done it, and this was without
exception.

You cannot say for sure whether it would not have happened, but
it certainly would not have happened in Yemen, and Yemen was
a terrorist code red at that time, and yet there were no choices.

As you go along from the Mediterranean down through the Suez
and the Red Sea and turn left and go up toward the Persian Gulf,
everything has to refuel someplace. I came back with the opinion,
and it was fortified by every Navy officer that I saw, that we
should have that capacity out there somewhere, when you turn
that corner up to the Arabian Sea.

After that, we went back to a couple of the boneyards and we
found two excellent oilers that could be deployed in a very short pe-
riod of time. I am trying to get this done. What would be your feel-
ing about trying to get some oiler capacity, refueling at sea capac-
ity in that area?

General FRANKS. Senator, I will give you a two-part answer.
First off, I would always defer to the CNO, Adm. Vern Clark, and
his determination within a given resource level of what he thinks
is the appropriate mix.

Now, having said that, from an operational perspective, in-
creased operational flexibility is always good for a geographical
commander, and I would say to you, we keep right now two U.S.
and one U.K. oilers in the region, and we are able to use those by
some repositioning in order to not put our people in harm’s way un-
necessarily, as you are aware, Senator, and also by paying very
close attention to march rates against the global naval force pres-
ence policy. Which is to say, if you provide an extra day here and
an extra day there in transit, then the speeds of transit are re-
duced and much less fuel is burned, and so, sir, I would end by say-
ing that a combination of operational flexibility, and some flexibil-
ity in global naval forces presence, provides to us what we need to
have in the CENTCOM AOR.

Senator INHOFE. Well, yes, and my time has expired, but I do
want to say that I have talked to Admiral Clark about it and oth-
ers, but still recognize it gets down to a capacity that we do not
have that we could have fairly inexpensively, so I would like to ask
if you would spend some time talking about this with Admiral
Clark.

General FRANKS. I will, Senator, yes, sir.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you very much.

General FRANKS. Yes, sir.

Chairman WARNER. Senator, I want to thank you. I was going to
follow on that same line of questioning, because as soon as I heard
about that tragic accident on that bombing range, the first thing
that occurred to me was whether or not that accident could in some
way be traced back to what we understand is a shrinking ability
of the Navy to properly train the deploying units to that region to
face the rigors of the combat in which the aviators, certainly, and
to some extent others, are immediately injected, and you said, of
course, the Truman got the inert training. Was it a full range of
inert training, or was that even curtailed?
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General FRANKS. Sir, I cannot answer the question. I am not
sure what the full breadth of the training they received in Vieques
was, but I know that they were able to do close air support, and
I know that they did use inert munitions as they did the training.

Chairman WARNER. What about the next carrier task force being
deployed? What is the status of that training?

General FRANKS. That training is not going to be done in
Vieques, as I understand it, from information that I read this
morning.

Chairman WARNER. That is my understanding also, so I think,
Senator Inhofe, these are matters which you are going to have to
bear down on in your Readiness and Management Support Sub-
committee.

Of course, we are also advised that there are shortfalls in ship-
mates on some of these deploying ships. I think it is a matter that
this committee is going to have to look into with greater intensity.

Do you think in any way that freak accident on the bombing
range could be attributed to the inability of live fire training? He
was off the Truman, was he not?

General FRANKS. He was off Truman, affirmative.

Mr. Chairman, as you and I discussed yesterday, I do not want
to speculate on it. In terms of, as we pull the thread out of the ball
of yarn and look to see whether we had the right level of training
competencies, I would prefer to hold an opinion on that.

Chairman WARNER. I can fully understand that.

Senator Carnahan, Senator Smith, and others talked about
Irag—indeed, Senator Levin raised in his opening questions Iraq,
but there is another note of irony about this policy. I know it af-
fects your military commanders a great deal. I remember from my
own modest experience when I was a ground officer with a combat
operation in Korea, our pilots were flying missions when the peace
talks were taking place at Panmunjong, and they were saying, why
am I taking this risk at the same time peace talks are taking place.

To some extent, there are no peace talks taking place as far as
I know on Iraq right now. I respectfully urge our President to con-
vene the coalition of nations that brought about the cessation of
hostilities in 1991 in the Gulf and say, now, look, if you have a bet-
ter idea as to how to continue the containment of Saddam Hussein
and limit the proliferation of his desire to use mass destruction
weapons, then tell us what it is. If you have not got a better idea,
then I guess the United States and Britain are just going to have
to carry on as best we can see, and stop the criticism.

But the other aspect of it is, we are facing an energy crisis in
this Nation, whether it is in the California region, or we are told
that on the east coast we are going to experience brownouts in the
heat of the summer. Therefore we are looking for all possible
sources of energy, and at the same time we are flying these mis-
sions in Iraq we are buying Iraqi oil to meet our own energy needs.
Am I not correct about that, General Ralston?

General RALSTON. Yes, sir, you are correct.

Chairman WARNER. You have been in that combat situation as
a young aviator. What does your aviator think about carrying out
a high risk mission of containment at the same time the United
States is buying the oil, as one of our colleagues, in a very colorful
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and I think factually correct way said it, we use that 0il? Indirectly
some of it could get into the very gas tank of the airplane flying
the mission that bombs Iraq.

How do we deal with that? When you sit down to talk with them,
as I am sure you do, do your young pilots raise that issue with you?

General RALSTON. Yes, sir. Our young aviators that we have out
there are well-educated, bright young men and women.

Chairman WARNER. Indeed they are.

General RALSTON. They also are very dedicated. If we tell them
this is the mission that they are to go do, then they salute, and
they go do that with great dedication.

What they really need is to make sure that the administration
and Congress and the American people are behind them. If they be-
lieve that, they will do anything that we ask them to do, and so
that is why I think it is appropriate that the administration go
through their policy review, and then whatever that policy is that
comes out the other end, we should not be in the military the tail
wagging the dog on this. We need a policy, and then tell us what
it is, and tell us what our role is, and we will do that and the
young men and women will respond admirably.

Chairman WARNER. Well, that is always the way it has been, but
it has to be in the minds of those aviators that the very cars back
home are using Iraqi petroleum.

General FRANKS. I think, Mr. Chairman, and I know you are
aware of this, but with this being a public hearing and on the
record, I think my personal view is, the purchase of this percentage
of Iraqi oil is entirely appropriate, because under the oil-for-food
program, under the existing rules for the purchase of this petro-
leum, I think that what this does is send a signal that says that
the purpose of our policy is not to punish the people of Iraq.

The purpose of our policy is to assure that Saddam Hussein does
not have an opportunity to put unencumbered money in his own
pocket for the purpose of building his military organizations, and
for the purpose of reconstituting his weapons of mass destruction.

So, Mr. Chairman, I wanted to say that, because I believe the
young men and women who are involved in Operation Southern
Watch, as well as this maritime intercept operation we have ongo-
ing, are very much aware of that, yes, sir.

Chairman WARNER. If we ever experience the misfortune of a
downed aviator, and he is marching or being dragged through the
streets of Baghdad, stand by. I think a lot of the public have not
focused on this. Some of our allies, including Turkey and Jordan,
who are participating in getting some of those hard dollars into
Saddam Hussein’s pocket, are very valued allies. So at the same
time we are asking our pilots to put their lives in danger, our pol-
icy in this region is fractured in so many different ways. The pilot’s
total dedication does not seem to me to be matched by the total
dedication of those who bear the burden of trying to resolve this
conflict, which has dragged on for over 10 years.

General FRANKS. I agree, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman WARNER. General Ralston, this problem that we are
seeing in Macedonia, do you see other areas of the bordering na-
tions, particularly around Kosovo, experiencing some destabiliza-
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tion—Montenegro, for example, as a consequence of their forthcom-
ing elections—in the same way we are seeing in Macedonia?

General RALSTON. Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman. As you and I dis-
cussed, and as we heard in Greece when we were on our last trip,
this area of the world has long been a clash between different civ-
ilizations, and it all comes to a head around the Balkans area, so
clearly there is the potential for instability.

One of the issues that I think the committee needs to think
about, the election upcoming in Montenegro on April 22. I think it
is going to be very significant, because it is in large part going to
indicate whether the people of Montenegro want independence
from Yugoslavia. If so, and if that proceeds, then that will start an-
other series of questions. What about Kosovo? Should they be inde-
pendent or not, and what about the Republic of Srpska in Bosnia,
should they be independent or not?

So it is, I think, a pretty profound event, that I know you are
focused on. I am not so sure the American people are focused on
this upcoming election on 22 April in Montenegro.

Chairman WARNER. I am glad you raise that, because again, it
comes down to the risks in the deployment of our troops, the ex-
penditures of this Nation, and it is still a very fragile situation.

General Franks, missile defense is very much a part of our initia-
tives here in Congress and, indeed, certainly our President. How do
you rate Iraq’s current ability to employ ballistic missiles against
U.S. forces and/or our allies in that region?

Saddam Hussein has the authority, under the accords that were
drawn up at the time that that conflict was terminated, to go
ahead with the production of missiles with a range that presum-
ably only ensured his ability to defend his country. That same tech-
nology can be used to extend the range of those missiles, in my
judgment, in relatively simple ways.

General FRANKS. Chairman Warner, I agree with exactly what
you just said. We obviously have concern and should be concerned
about missile development that is permitted to go on under the ex-
isting rules which allow for development as long as a range of 150
kilometers is not exceeded by those weapons. The issue for us is
the possibility of doing solid propellant investigative work or sci-
entific development of solid propellants which could perhaps at
some point be used in weapons systems, missiles with much great-
er range. Sir, I share your concern.

Chairman WARNER. Senator Levin, I see our colleague, Senator
Nelson has joined us just as I was beginning to ask the second
round, so Senator Nelson.

Senator BEN NELSON. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

General Franks and General Ralston, first of all I want to com-
mend the 125,000 men and women under your commands, the
125,000 troops in harm’s way for being so committed to peace in
the world, and certainly to represent their country so admirably.

Senator Inhofe, before I arrived, mentioned something about the
deplorable conditions of housing, and I know, General Ralston, you
also made reference to that. Senator Inhofe and I in a hearing ear-
lier this week received a lot of information about the inadequate
housing situation for our troops. I am concerned to hear most of the
discussion was about here at home as opposed to in foreign loca-
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tions, so I hope that we are able to do something to help correct
that. If we want a family-friendly and a military-friendly environ-
ment, housing is certainly going to have to be part of that.

My question here is, in the wake of the U.S.S. Cole tragedy as
we have experienced concerns about the protection of our troops in
foreign locations, with the ethnic extremism in Macedonia today,
and the enormous border that you police, can you describe for us
the steps that are being taken for security of our locations in that
part of the world?

General RALSTON. Senator, if I may, that is an excellent ques-
tion, and it is an issue that we spend a lot of time working, and
I must tell you, I am probably more concerned about other areas
than I am our troops that are in Kosovo, because in Kosovo they
are focused on this every day. They are wearing their flak jackets
and their helmets, and they are in patrols, and we constantly work
on that issue. It is not risk-free, as we have mentioned before, but
I think they do a good job on that.

Sometimes we forget that our forces that are living in England
and in Germany and in Italy are far more vulnerable to a terrorist
act than we would like to think about. We have had to go through
several actions in the past couple of months in the U.K. and in
Germany and in Italy and in Turkey, and I could go on and on,
Belgium, no place is immune from potential terrorist acts. The big-
ger challenge is, these places that for many years have been consid-
ered very safe places, it is like living in Virginia or Maryland, and
all of a sudden we find that is not true, so how do you keep the
people focused on that, and how do you make sure that you can
deal with the resource implications here?

In other words, if we were going to put the same level of security
around our installations in Germany or in England as we are doing
in Kosovo today, that is an enormous bill, and there are issues with
host nation countries. How are we going to be able to do that?

So I know General Franks spends a great deal of time on this,
as we both do, looking at all of the various airfields and all of the
various ports that we have where our airplanes fly into and our
ships go to refuel, so it is an enormously difficult issue. We try to
work it with good intelligence.

It is less than perfect intelligence. I know that I probably get 15
messages a day from the intelligence community that say some-
thing is about to blow up in Europe. That is 450 a month, and you
cannot disregard them. You have to look at every one of them, do
the very best you can to say, is this real, or is this a false report,
and how do you keep all the people down the line in the squadrons
and in the battalions who get these same messages, how do you
keep them focused that this is not somebody crying wolf?

I do not have a solution to that. I am not complaining about it,
but I am trying to at least make people be aware of what we are
trying to deal with on a day-to-day basis.

General FRANKS. Senator, if I could add to the same thing, I
think one of the points General Ralston just made is a very impor-
tant point, that point having to do with the specificity of intel-
ligence.

As we looked at the U.S.S. Cole attack, and as we thought our
way through ways and places where we can close seams and pro-



61

vide better force protection for our people, I actually directed a bit
of an inquiry into the issue of threat information received. Senator,
I will tell you that in the 12 months that preceded U.S.S. Cole, our
headquarters received 127,000 messages that indicated, as General
Ralston mentioned, that there was the potential for difficulty asso-
ciated with our forces in this region.

To increase the specificity of this information, I will add to what
General Ralston said, which is very important to us as we move
through time. The business of bringing together agencies, improv-
ing our human intelligence capability, improving our ability to ana-
lyze the information we have, in my personal view, is a first major
step, which our Defense Department is undertaking now, to move
us in the direction of providing better force protection.

Now, sir, knowing that that is not precisely the intent of your
question, I will talk a little bit about the military construction that
we have going on in our area. We have more than 20 projects un-
derway, and the chairman would remember when General Tony
Zinni, my predecessor, came before the committee after the U.S.S.
Cole, at the chairman’s request and at the request of Senator
Levin. General Zinni talked about waivers for force protection, and
we have, in fact, about 20 of those associated projects across our
area of responsibility, associated in some cases with the stand-off
that we are able to provide from our installations and so forth.

So we have worked very hard, and the work did not begin with
the U.S.S. Cole, and it did not begin with me. It has been ongoing
for several years, to work our way through these places where we
perceive that we have a problem. If you look at the money involved
in this over the next 5 or 6 years, with the help from this commit-
tee, as well as from the other body, we have put about $150 million
to this task.

Now, interestingly, the host nations where we keep our forces, as
the chairman rightly pointed out, in harm’s way, have put about
$350 million to this task. So it is this work that I believe we need
to continue over time that talks to quality of life, certainly, but
force protection is a major piece of our quality of life effort.

Thank you, sir.

Senator BEN NELSON. Thank you very much.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you, Senator.

Senator Levin.

Senator LEVIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. First, General Ral-
ston, about your comments on Montenegro. It seems to me from
what I know of the history of Montenegro, Kosovo and Republika
Srpska, and the other pieces of the Balkan puzzle, that we should
differentiate between Montenegro and some of the other very com-
plex areas.

It was independent for many years, so it has a history, or had
a history of independence. Its vote is coming up. It will probably
be a close vote, but nonetheless it will be a democratic vote. I think
we should, number one, in light of its history of independence and
in light of the fact that it may, in fact, opt for independence, or
some variety thereof in the near future, that it may not be wise for
us to suggest that there would be an unraveling in Kosovo or
Republika Srpska or other areas should that event occur.
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I am not an expert. I am far from it, on that history. But just
from what I do know about it, I would simply say I think we should
be a little cautious at least about kind of lumping some areas
which have some different histories into one general commentary.

I will leave it at that. I more than welcome your comment on it,
though.

General RALSTON. Senator Levin, I think you are exactly right,
and I did not intend to imply a value judgment on the outcome of
that vote. That is for the people of Montenegro and the people of
the FRY to decide. I was merely trying to make the point that
those issues will be in the debate. Whether they should or should
not, I agree. I am not trying to make a value judgment on what
it should be, but it will start a debate on those issues, was my
point.

Senator LEVIN. But to help us in the debate, I think it would be
probably useful to at least incorporate the fact that there are some
differences in the histories of the areas. I am going to start doing
some historical reading myself. I am really talking to myself more
than to you, I think. I think it is important that we have at least
the beginning of that historical background. I am again going to
gain that for myself, in the event that that is what the people of
Montenegro opt for.

On Macedonia, we have a very complicated situation there, Gen-
eral Ralston. We have the Albanian extremists, the rebels there
who seem to have burst on the scene fairly quickly. I think there
probably was plenty of advanced warning of what was happening.
Nonetheless, from kind of a press perspective, or our perspective,
it seems to have come quite suddenly.

In the Presevo Valley we have had a lot of attention focused on
that problem, but now we have allowed the Yugoslav Army to enter
a small area in that valley—apparently a 3-mile-wide ground safe-
ty zone on the border of Kosovo and Macedonia; agreed in principle
to the entry of that army into a larger ground safety zone area; and
then there’s the question of what the limitations are on their pres-
ence, both the army and the special police, both in that narrower
area into which they have been allowed, and into the border area.

Basically, if you could give us a thumbnail sketch as to how the
situation is unfolding, what the dangers are, and how you see us
responding to those dangers.

General RALSTON. Yes, sir. Let me ask for the chart. Put the
chart up with the ground security zone on it.
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While they are doing that, this ground security zone is a 5-kilo-
meter-wide ribbon, if you will, that goes around Kosovo.

You can use that one, if they can see the green on it. The red
probably shows up. The red area there is the ground security zone
that goes around Kosovo, and as I say, this was instituted back in
June 1999 as part of an agreement with the Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia and NATO, and what it is, it was for the force protec-
tion of the KFOR forces.

We did not want the then-FRY army bringing their tanks and
their artillery and putting it right up on the border where they
could threaten the KFOR forces with no warning, so we said, you
cannot have heavy weapons, tanks, artillery, VJ army forces in
that 5-kilometer-wide zone.

Now, as we have gone through the democratic changes in Bel-
grade, starting last September and then again in December, with
the parliamentary elections, and as the FRY and Serbia try to re-
enter the international community, the chances of the VJ army at-
tacking KFOR have declined tremendously.

The unintended consequence of this ground security zone, since
we were not in there and the FRY military was not in there, was
that the extremist elements set up camp in this free zone, if you
will, and that was causing its own instability and its own threats.

So the North Atlantic Council has made the decision, as you
mentioned, that we will do a phased and conditioned return of this
ground security zone back to the FRY. Phased means a piece at a
time, and we started with the first piece, which is the piece just
north of the Macedonian border. That was done on the 13th of this
month, 13 March.

There were certain conditions that were agreed to by the FRY be-
fore they did that, and I will not take you through all of them, but
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basically it said, they will not bring tanks in there. They do not
really need tanks in there to do that. They do not need self-pro-
pelled artillery and that kind of thing.

That reentry went very smoothly. They cooperated very well.
They showed us their plans. There were phase lines as they came
across. They reported in. The very last one, right up against the
border, we have checkpoints, where our soldiers and their soldiers
meet so that we are not shooting across the border inadvertently,
so all those procedures are in place.

The North Atlantic Council is looking at the next phase of this,
which will be most of the northern part of that, all the way around
to the east border. That should happen, I would think, here in the
next few days, and once again, if that goes well, then we will look
at the more contentious area, which is over on the eastern border.

There is still some work to do, because once again this is not just
a military problem, this is a political and economic problem as well,
and in those areas in blue on that map, where the ethnic Albanian
majority have been denied political access and economic access for
a number of years, that needs to be addressed by the Serbian au-
thorities.

But to summarize, I think the conditions in the so-called Covic
Plan, which was the Serbian Deputy Prime Minister, said that the
Serbian authorities would, in fact, give political access and some
economic opportunities to the Albanian citizens, and we would give
the Serbs access back to the ground security zone. I think that is
working well. I think that is the proper approach. We need to keep
working through this.

Chairman WARNER. Senator Inhofe, we have some people who
have traveled a long distance, and their message is directly ger-
mane to the line of questioning that you raised with our witnesses
3arlier, so at this point in time I recognize you to proceed as you

esire.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. General Franks, ear-
lier in this hearing I brought up the fact that you are responsible
for the quality of training of those individuals who serve in the
Persian Gulf many times in a combat environment, and from the
East Coast deployments where our battle groups go, we have
learned sometime ago that there is only one place where you can
get the integrated live training to give them that degree of com-
petency to carry out those missions.

That is the island of Vieques and, because of the problems that
have come up, starting about a year ago, we have been inhibited
from having the freedom to carry on the live fire training on this
island, on this land that is owned by the United States Navy.

In fear that we would lose this, I took the time to go around the
world, look at every possible alternative source, including Capa del
Lata and Cape Rath and all the rest of them, and there is none.
In fact, they are becoming fewer and fewer as each month goes by.

For that reason, I have spent quite a bit of time in Puerto Rico,
and then actually on the island of Vieques. A lot of people do not
realize, Mr. Chairman, that Vieques is a municipality of Puerto
Rico. It is not a separate system, it is a town, but it is an island.

I had the occasion to go over to the island and actually visit with
the citizens, and I did this, Mr. Chairman, for one very significant
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reason, and that is that I had heard all the opposition from the
politicians on Puerto Rico, but I had not heard it from the citizens
who were directly affected, who live on the island of Vieques.

Let us keep in mind there are 9,300 residents in Vieques. Of
that, there would be something less than 4,000 registered voters in
Vieques. The way the law is currently structured, it is very likely
that there could be a referendum as to whether or not they want
the Navy to continue live fire. Obviously, if it turned out the wrong
way, our presence and our activity on the whole island of Puerto
Rico would be diminished.

But I think it is very significant, Mr. Chairman, as I introduced
you to the group out in the hall, to recognize that in my trips to
Vieques, I have met with these citizens, only to find that the major-
ity of the citizens on the island of Vieques that would be directly
affected—not the politicians in Puerto Rico, but the citizens—like
the Navy, by and large.

They recognize that the Navy needed some improvement, they
have improved the relationships, and they are satisfied with it.
They recognize the economic benefit to the people of Vieques, and
I invited them to come here to the United States, to Washington,
so that we would be able to see what the real people on Vieques
want.

The leader of the delegation, Mr. Chairman, is Luis Sanchez. I
met with these people on the island of Vieques.

Chairman WARNER. Senator, I think it would be important if
they came forward.

Senator INHOFE. Would you come forward at this point. You have
all of your petitions with you. If you would come forward to this
side of the table so we can see you, as I saw you in Vieques. The
second gentleman there is Luis Sanchez, who is the leader of the
group, and these are all citizens.

They are carrying with them, Mr. Chairman, over 1,700 peti-
tions, signatures of registered voters on the island of Vieques. On
those, they have listed their names, addresses, and social security
numbers and registrations of all 1,700. As you can see, this almost
constitutes a majority of everyone who lives on the island of
Vieques. I thought it was significant that, since I could not get any-
one to listen to me back here on what the people of Vieques want,
as opposed to the politicians on Puerto Rico, that they come for-
ward and show this.

If you just put those on the table there. I am not sure whether
it would be in order or not, Mr. Chairman, I would defer to you on
that, but if you would like to hear from any of them, or if you
would like to ask questions of these individuals——

Chairman WARNER. Well, I think that you and I should first indi-
cate that a copy of one of these petitions will be incorporated into
today’s record. This clearly indicates that there is a very substan-
tial number of the citizens of Vieques who support the ongoing
naval operations that existed when I was Secretary of the Navy,
many years ago, 30-plus years ago. This training is so essential, as
General Franks has recounted today, to preparing elements of the
Navy and the Marine Corps for going into harm’s way, that this
is a clear manifestation of the desire of those people to work with
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the United States Government and particularly our military to re-
sume that training as it was performed for many years.
[The information referred to follows:]

LWEMMM

PRESIDENTE

Yo' residente del pueblo de
Vieques coh el niimerd de seguro, socm B . Mi
dxreccmn residencial

y teléfono

Quiero hacer constar mi respaldo al Moyimiento Viequenses Pro-Marina en
defensa de la permanencia de la Marina en Vieques.

Firma ~ Eftrevistador

Propuesta

. Mejorar sistema de transportacion Maritima.
Servicios médicos de excelencia.

Programas especiales para la juventud y nifios.

. No arbitrio a Ia gasolina en Vieques.

Proyectos de vivienda.

. Pases para entrada a la base.

. Mejores servicios para los ancianos.

Promoci6n de nuevos empleos.

. Mejora en las carreteras e infraestructura.

10 Asignacién de fondos directamente a Vieques.
11.Promover escuelas bilingiies en Vieques. .
12.Hogares de rehabilitacion para la adiccion a drogas alcoholismo, ete.

D00 MO R N

Senator INHOFE. Mr. Chairman, I know that when you were Sec-
retary of the Navy you had an appreciation for what was going on
over there, but let me clarify. It is much more significant than just
these individuals. 1,700-plus are supportive of the Navy. All of
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these people are signing a petition saying, if necessary, they would
secede from Puerto Rico and become a separate entity and vote
themselves out so that they would be able to do what has been tak-
ing place since 1950, in terms of supporting the Navy, and offering
us the kind of training that gives us the quality that we need in
that war-torn region of the Persian Gulf.

I think it would be significant, Mr. Chairman, if each one gave
the recorder his name so that we would be able to properly enter
them into the record.

Chairman WARNER. We will see that that is done.

[The information referred to follows:]

Mr. Luis E. Sanchez
Mr. Ralph Perez

Now, Senator, I think what we are going to do, unless there are
further comments from yourself or our other colleagues, Senator
Levin and I are recommending that this committee stop this open
portion of the hearing. We will resume a classified session in room
222 Russell immediately.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much.

[Questions for the record with answers supplied follow:]

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR RICK SANTORUM
ARMY TRANSFORMATION GOALS AND OBJECTIVES AND STRATEGIC LIFT

1. Senator SANTORUM. General Ralston and General Franks, the Army has initi-
ated a transformation process that is designed to result in a lighter, more
deployable and mobile force. Recognizing the Army will provide you with the bulk
of your ground force should military action be required in your theater of operations,
what are your views of the Army Transformation goals and objectives? To what ex-
tent has the Army initiative addressed concerns you might have about strategic re-
sponsiveness? Do we have the strategic lift assets required to execute established
deployment goals and objectives?

General RALSTON. There is high probability that, in the USEUCOM AOR, there
will be repeated demands at the center of the spectrum of conflict, as well as the
possibility of high intensity small-scale contingencies. USEUCOM has been engaged
in 25 operations since October 1996. The average number of operations per year has
doubled since the years 1991-1995.

Responding to this reality, the Army has articulated a new vision for a strategi-
cally responsive and dominant force to effectively meet the full spectrum of future
military operations.

A key benefit for USEUCOM is the ability to rapidly move lighter vehicles within
the theater. As a potential force provider to other unified commands, most notably
U.S. Central Command, future commanders will find that enhanced mobility of the
Transformed Army also enhances deployability. The capability to deploy within a
matter of hours to trouble spots in Africa and less developed countries of Eastern
Europe offers a range of options that are simply unavailable today.

The operations conducted by USEUCOM over the past decade have required the
use of ground forces that are not necessarily structured or equipped for small scale
contingency operations. The two divisions in Europe must meet this standard of re-
sponsiveness and strategic dominance by resourcing the training, exercises and in-
frastructure that support strategic mobility. Only through proper resourcing of our
two divisions will this Objective Force be able to provide the deployability, maneu-
verability, and lethality necessary to conduct operations throughout the full spec-
trum of conflict.

The current level of strategic lift assets is not adequate to meet the full range
of requirements, primarily due to identified intra-theater lift joint requirements and
to the consideration of missions additional to those directly supporting the two
major theater war scenario. In accordance with Mobility Requirements Study 2005,
DOD should develop a program to provide 54.5 MTM/D (Million Ton Miles per Day),
the airlift capacity for a single major theater war while supporting other high prior-
ity airlift missions. The program should consider capabilities that could be provided
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by additional C-17s, additional services that could be provided by commercial opera-
tors, and sources that could be useful for missions of short duration.

General FRANKS. I support any and all efforts by each of the services to increase
the deployability and mobility of combat forces. Having few assigned forces within
the CENTCOM AOR, I rely on the rapid deployment of forces to meet contingency
requirements (as long as the U.S. Army keeps them modernized and sustainable).
The faster lethal, survivable and sustainable ground forces deploy, the more likely
it is1 thz&t I can successfully protect and defend United States interests in the region.
[Deleted].

The Army’s pre-positioning system gives CENTCOM adequate strategic respon-
siveness for responding to the region’s major theater war threats. The Army trans-
formation initiative will enhance my command’s ability to meet smaller scale contin-
gencies, especially if urban operations are required. CENTCOM however, has not
participated in any qualitative analysis pertaining to future force structure and de-
ployment platforms.

All CENTCOM operation plans and concept plans are executable. However, risk
within some of these plans remains high in the early phases, in the large part due
to strategic airlift deficiencies. Given the distance to the CENTCOM AOR, the small
number of assigned forces and still developing regional infrastructure, strategic lift
is one of my concerns.

LAND FORCES MODERNIZATION

2. Senator SANTORUM. General Ralston, the Army currently provides the bulk of
our forces in the Balkans, where they are serving our Nation very well in difficult
circumstances. These operations are clearly stressing the equipment we have in the
region and there appears to be no relief in sight. What are your concerns regarding
the modernization posture of the land forces you have at your disposal? Based on
what you see in the land forces that are currently deployed, where would you focus
modernization efforts to ensure that our forces have the best, most modern equip-
ment available?

General RALSTON. Based on U.S. Army, Europe’s (USAREUR) experience in the
Balkans, the gap between the equipment in the active Army and the Reserve Army
is widening, particularly the equipment in the War Reserve Stocks/Army Prepo-
sitioned Stockage (APS).

To take some examples, Bradley fighters in the APS are older than Operation
Desert Storm, there are shortages of Single-Channel Ground and Airborne Radio
Systems (SINCGARS) radios and installation kits, fielding delays of rolling stocks,
including Family of Medium Tactical Vehicles (FMTVs) and Light Medium Tactical
Vehicles (LMTVs), as well as our 800-series trucks being over 40 years old. The bot-
tom line is that when CONUS-based units come to theater, they train with obsolete
APS/War Reserve equipment, and training suffers accordingly.

TACTICAL MOBILITY OF WHEELED VEHICLES IN DESERT

3. Senator SANTORUM. General Ralston, the Army is in the process of fielding an
interim force that is designed to span a perceived near-term operational shortfall
first recognized during the Persian Gulf War. To that end, the Army recently se-
lected a vehicle to serve as the armored vehicle that will be used by interim brigade
combat teams in operations from peacekeeping through full spectrum combat. There
has been a lot of debate over wheels versus tracks for armored vehicles and I don’t
expect to conduct such a debate here. I am curious, however, about any lessons we
may have learned in the Gulf about mobility tradeoffs between different vehicle
types, especially in vehicles currently available in the world today. Put differently,
what are your views about the tactical mobility of current generation wheeled vehi-
cles in a desert environment?

General RALSTON. The Army’s Interim Armored Vehicle (IAV) represents a good
step forward towards properly equipping the lighter, more mobile, Army of the fu-
ture. Wheeled vehicles have been used in the desert for years with excellent results.
The Army’s IAV will, in my estimation, enjoy the same excellent results as it be-
comes an integral piece of the Interim Brigade Combat Team (IBCT).

While there have been concerns about the IAV, primarily about the amount of
protection (armor) and fire power provided in the new vehicle, I feel it is unfair to
compare the IAV with traditional tracked-vehicle tanks, such as the M1A1 Abrams.
The IAV was not designed to replace the M1, but rather to become an integral part
of a more mobile, faster, lighter, IBCT. In other words, the IAV is more an augment
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to the foot soldier of Army’s Infantry forces, rather than a replacement for the heavy
armor of the Army’s Cavalry forces.

For a view of the issue from one who has a keen understanding of the desert envi-
ronment as well as armored vehicles operating in combat, I recommend you ask
General Franks, Commander in Chief Central Command, for his views.

READINESS LEVELS

4. Senator SANTORUM. General Ralston and General Franks, in your respective
AORs you are responsible for the continuing commitments of Operation Northern
Watch (ONW) and Operation Southern Watch (OSW). These operations continue to
require rotational deployments and large numbers of tactical aviation sorties flown
by an aging fleet of tactical fighters. Do you see any indicators in your theaters that
readiness levels of our tactical air forces are declining?

General RALSTON. The majority of forces provided to ONW are from an Air Expe-
ditionary Force (AEF). The balance is comprised of U.S. Navy, Marine Corps, and
coalition forces. For the past 6 months, the majority of tactical aircraft used in ONW
came from outside of our AOR. There are no indicators that the tactical aircraft as-
signed to the AEF to support ONW from outside our AOR or our own organic tac-
tical aircraft are suffering declining readiness levels. As you may know, the readi-
ness indicators of many of our fighter aircraft have shown a recent increase as the
funding for spare parts in fiscal year 1998, 1999, and 2000 has begun to take effect.

General FRANKS. The Services support Operation Southern Watch by deploying a
wide variety of aircraft including tankers; theater airlifters; intelligence, surveil-
lance, and reconnaissance platforms; combat search and rescue assets; and several
types of fighter aircraft. At their current level of activity, U.S. air forces combine
for over [deleted] sorties per year in support of Operation Southern Watch.

These forces, whether land or carrier-based, arrive in my AOR fully combat ready.
On a regular basis they demonstrate superb readiness levels by responding to hos-
tile Iraqi actions with strikes on Iraqi air defenses in the Southern No-Fly Zone.
[Deleted.] From what I have seen, the Services are doing an excellent job bringing
trained and ready air forces to the fight, and I have no doubts about their prepared-
ness to perform the missions for which they are responsible.

HIGH DEMAND/LOW DENSITY ASSETS

5. Senator SANTORUM. General Ralston and General Franks, during Operation Al-
lied Force in Kosovo, one of the newly coined terms was High Demand/Low Density
assets. If these assets were so highly tasked in this small contingency, doesn’t that
indicate we do not have enough of these assets to execute the National Military
Strategy?

General RALSTON. The term High Demand/Low Density (HD/LD) was coined well
before Operation Allied Force (OAF). In addition, it is my belief that OAF, from an
air perspective, was not a small contingency. I believe that we do have the assets
necessary to conduct the National Military Strategy—but that strategy says we will
quit all operations around the world and devote all our assets to the two MTWs if
we are required to fight two MTWs. During the Kosovo air operation we continued
to support all our operations around the world—Operation Southern Watch, Oper-
ation Northern Watch, Korea, South America, peacetime training, etc.

General FRANKS. Senator, every geographic Commander in Chief places tremen-
dous value on HD/LD assets. They perform unique missions and yield great oper-
ational benefits. Any time combat operations are ongoing, they will be needed con-
tinuously.

While General Ralston will undoubtedly give you the expert answers on Operation
Allied Force, I would characterize it as more than a “small” contingency. Operation
Allied Force placed virtually the entire burden of combat operations upon joint and
combined air forces, causing them to fly sorties at relatively intense rates. Moreover,
the allies considered it imperative to avoid collateral damage and minimize friendly
losses, causing heavy use of HD/LD assets to gather intelligence and protect our air-
craft. Given these factors, the call for HD/LD assets is understandable.

Keep in mind also that Operation Northern Watch and Operation Southern Watch
continued during Operation Allied Force, as well as other operations to monitor
countries like North Korea. In other words, HD/LD assets performed global missions
in addition to Operation Allied Force. Had another contingency arisen, the National
Command Authorities could have diverted HD/LD assets from these other oper-
ations if mission priorities so dictated.
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The bottom line is that judging whether we have enough HD/LD assets is a com-
plex question, and the Operation Allied Force case alone doesn’t lead to a definitive
conclusion. The Secretary of Defense and Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff are
better positioned to respond to the issue of resourcing the National Military Strat-
egy, and may be better able to discuss HD/LD assets with you.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR WAYNE ALLARD
TRAINING, EQUIPMENT READINESS, AND RETENTION

6. Senator ALLARD. General Franks, for several years now we have maintained
a military presence in the Persian Gulf region. Units include naval forces enforcing
sanctions, air forces enforcing the no-fly zones, and soldiers in Kuwait. How are
these missions affecting the training and equipment readiness of the units involved?
What is the effect on retention of personnel?

General FRANKS. You are correct that the Services support operations in the Ara-
bian (Persian) Gulf region with significant resources, including over [deleted] per-
sonnel, [deleted] aircraft, and [deleted] naval vessels on any given day. These forces
arri(\iredin my AOR fully combat ready and well-equipped to sustain operations as
needed.

My component commanders exploit every opportunity to provide quality training
for deployed forces whenever possible, consistent with operational responsibilities.
Some of that training, such as the land force training integral to Operation Desert
Spring, includes opportunities for combined operations and live fires that deployed
units do not always get at home. From what I have seen, the Services are doing
an excellent job bringing trained and ready forces to the fight, and we do our best
to keep them that way.

If you need more information on what goes into training, equipping, and retaining
our troops, the Service Chiefs are better positioned to address these issues.

MILITARY OPTIONS AGAINST SADDAM

7. Senator ALLARD. General Franks, what military options are available to curtail
Saddam’s ability to circumvent UN sanctions? What military options are available
to affect Saddam’s efforts to research, develop, and produce weapons of mass de-
struction and ballistic missiles?

General FRANKS. The options span the breadth of military capabilities from pas-
sive monitoring of Iraqi actions to applying combat forces using kinetic solutions
against Iraqi sanction violations. Operation Southern Watch and Operation North-
ern Watch are ongoing efforts aimed at keeping Saddam from circumventing specific
UN resolutions. Operation Desert Spring, which keeps a joint task force in Kuwait,
exists as a hedge against Iraqi circumvention of other sanctions. Maritime Intercep-
tion Operations in the Gulf deny international waters to Saddam’s effort to cir-
cumvent UN sanctions. Other contingency plans exist that use various military ca-
pabilities to hinder any Iraqi circumvention or respond to violations.

Saddam’s knowledge of United States military intelligence capabilities has forced
him to go to great lengths in concealing his ballistic missile and weapons of mass
destruction (WMD) development programs, driving up the costs of these efforts and
slowing their progress. Additionally, Iraq remains dependent on foreign supply of
some raw materials and advanced technology. Our military capability to interdict
shipments of sensitive cargoes could potentially hamper Iraqi WMD and missile de-
velopment even further. Our ability to target key research and production nodes,
as demonstrated in Operation Desert Fox, can set back Baghdad’s advanced weap-
ons programs for limited periods. Ultimately, without an in-country disarmament
regime, consisting of active and passive surveillance systems, routine and intrusive
inspections, and export/import controls, Iraq is otherwise unhindered from recon-
stituting its unconventional weapons capabilities.

ARMY INTERIM FORCE AND OBJECTIVE FORCE

8. Senator ALLARD. General Ralston and General Franks, in your statements, both
of you mentioned a strong support for the transformation of our military. You spe-
cifically mentioned a support for Army Transformation. How do you see the Interim
Force impacting your command? How do you see the Objective Force impacting your
command?

General RALSTON. Interim capability is far better at meeting my small scale con-
tingency (SSC) requirements than the current legacy ground formations. The in-
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terim formations are far more tactically mobile and considerably more lethal than
light units—they can serve just as effectively as a deterrent in these environments
and will not require near the logistics support of Legacy formations. Bottom line:
interim is a win-win for the less than very high-end operations that I routinely con-
duct in my AOR.

However, there exists a strategic gap between SSC mission requirements and the
theater’s force structure design. The heavy forces within the theater currently do
not provide the optimal level of responsiveness required to support SSCs. A forward
deployed Interim Brigade Combat Team/Interim Combat Regiment would greatly
enhance CINCEUR’s response options for SSCs and will address the risk inherent
in the strategic gap created by the theater’s current force structure until the Objec-
tive Force is fielded.

Objective capability will provide many more options than are available to me
today. I can deploy and employ these formations quicker and the situational under-
standing inherent in the Objective Force and its full integration within the joint
force can reduce collateral effects associated with conflict. Further, by means of its
introduction deeper into the battlespace (enemy rear) the objective capability will
contribute to faster conflict resolution.

General FRANKS. The Interim Force adds capability that did not exist before. The
Interim Force increases the lethality and mobility of light forces which are more
easily deployed and sustained than heavier forces. This type of force is well-suited
for deployments over long distances into regions with still developing infrastruc-
tures, such as those in the United States Central Command’s AOR. I envision the
Interim Force having a potential in smaller scale contingencies, especially oper-
ations in urban areas.

Overall the Objective Force supports our war plan requirements, though the tran-
sition to the Objective Force needs to be managed carefully. The major threats in
the Central Region still possess a significant heavy ground capability. This threat,
the short indications and warning available, and the significant distances that must
be traveled requires an Army preposition system that can match trained forces to
compatible pre-positioned equipment capable of surviving and defeating this heavy
threat. The Objective Force must also validate that its enhanced reconnaissance,
surveillance, and target acquisition capability increases the lethality and surviv-
ability of transformed Army units against tank heavy opponents.

INTELLIGENCE SUPPORT

9. Senator ALLARD. General Ralston and General Franks, what are your most sig-
nificant shortfalls in the intelligence and communications infrastructure? Do you
have sufficient satellite communications capability? What must we do to ensure we
have the capacity and flexibility to support mission-essential communications in the
next 5 years? Ten years? Fifteen years?

General RALSTON. Our growing dependence upon information services and net-
work-centric command and control to shorten decision times and improve force pro-
tection capabilities is fundamentally changing our intelligence and communications
requirements. These changes will tax the ability of the intelligence community to
rapidly adapt collections and analysis priorities to keep pace with the evolving re-
quirements. They will also outstrip the capacity of the existing theater communica-
tions infrastructure.

Theater intelligence production is augmented by national intelligence agency sup-
port that is critical to our operational forces and engagement strategies. The unique
production support provided by national agencies places a tremendous demand on
the communications architecture. The National Imagery and Mapping Agency
(NIMA) efforts to provide a robust IMINT Tasking, Processing, Exploitation, and
Dissemination (TPED) system remains one of our greatest concerns. As the recent
congressionally-directed NIMA Commission concluded, NIMA is under-resourced
overall, and the U.S. cannot expect to fully realize the promise of the next genera-
tion of IMINT satellites unless NIMA TPED is adequately funded.

In order to deliver the time-critical intelligence produced at the theater and na-
tional level, USEUCOM is dependent upon a Command, Control, Communications,
and Computer Systems (C%) infrastructure that is routed through networks built
largely in the 1940s and 1950s to support low-bandwidth voice service. These prob-
lems are even worse south of the Alps and in the Balkans, while Africa suffers from
a near total lack of communications infrastructure, with only pockets of develop-
ment in countries like South Africa. These shortfalls force a heavy reliance on al-
ready limited satellite communication networks. This system is insufficient to meet
current and evolving high bandwidth demands such as worldwide command and
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control video-conferences, live Unmanned Aerial Vehicle (UAV) video feeds, elec-
tronic tasking orders for our air and land forces, and full implementation of DOD’s
Global Combat Command and Control and Global Combat Support Systems. These
systems form the foundation of USEUCOM’s command and control capabilities. Fur-
thermore, current infrastructure does not support Information Assurance (IA) meas-
ures, potentially allowing our collection, analysis, dissemination, and command and
control functions, to be jeopardized by hostile or inadvertent interference. Finally,
{JSEU&DOM’S satellite communications lack flexibility and its capacity is extremely
imited.

This infrastructure needs to be replaced with modern high-bandwidth capability
within the next 5 to 7 years if we are to realize the full potential of the “information
dominance” that will come from the interaction of superior intelligence and informa-
tion infrastructures.

General FRANKS. With regard to the intelligence infrastructure, significant short-
falls include: shortages of airborne reconnaissance platforms and supporting sys-
tems; an intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (ISR) capability to locate,
track, and target mobile missiles; inadequate number of imagery analysts, intel-
ligence specialists, and systems maintenance personnel; incompatibilities between
Service, Joint, and Coalition intelligence systems; lack of an end-to-end ISR infor-
mation management system; and inadequate intelligence support to information op-
erations. These have been identified as deficiencies via the Joint Monthly Readiness
Review (JMRR) and ISR Joint Warfighting Capability Assessment (JWCA) proc-
esses.

Regarding communications infrastructure shortfalls and satellite communications,
no, sir, I do not have sufficient satellite communications, nor do I have sufficient
theater communications infrastructure for daily operations or to support a contin-
gency. The lack of adequate communications infrastructure and capacity into and
within the area of responsibility (AOR) severely limits the successful dissemination
of mission-critical products to the warfighter. Fiber optic connectivity is expanding
in some of the key AOR countries (e.g., Kingdom of Saudi Arabia (KSA), Kuwait,
Bahrain, Qatar), however, inadequate funding limits CENTCOM’s ability to exploit
this medium. So, I must rely on over-taxed military satellite communications in-
capable of providing the required increases in connectivity should a crisis in the
CENTCOM AOR arise. Our theater and headquarters communications infrastruc-
ture is my number two priority item on my IPL and for good reason. We need the
infrastructure to ensure we can selectively respond to the full spectrum of military
options and sustain our forces to prepare for an uncertain future.

In the next 5 years, assistance with increased funding to exploit available fiber
and build an adequate C* infrastructure in the AOR would reduce CENTCOM’s
over-dependence on satellite communications and improve reliability and redun-
dancy for critical intelligence and command and control voice, data, and video con-
nections. In the next 10 to 15 years increased bandwidth and modern, reliable, and
?diaélu;ltely provisioned networks will be critical as new ISR and C? systems are
ielded.

QUESTION SUBMITTED BY SENATOR JOSEPH I. LIEBERMAN
IMPORTANCE OF JSTARS

10. Senator LIEBERMAN. General Ralston and General Franks, for the last 3 years,
Congress has added funds to continue procurement of the Joint Surveillance Target
Attack Radar Systems’ (JSTARS) aircraft moving the fleet size toward the Joint Re-
quirements Oversight Council (JROC) requirement of 19. Would you please give us
your view of the importance of that system to the U.S. Central Command?

General RALSTON. The JSTARS’ ability to acquire, monitor, target, and report
ground force movement has proven crucial to supporting combat operations and
maintaining situational awareness during high-intensity contingency operations in
the USEUCOM AOR. JSTARS has deployed to USEUCOM three times over the
past 6 years: 1995, Implementation Forces’ (IFOR) move into Bosnia; 1996, Oper-
ation Joint Endeavor monitoring of the Dayton Peace agreement; and 1999, Oper-
ation Allied Force in Kosovo. Each of these deployments highlighted JSTARS’ ability
to provide near real time (NRT) indications and warning, force protection, situa-
tional awareness, airborne command and control, attack support, and intelligence
collection to commanders. JSTARS’ ability to incorporate data collected by other
sources, and subsequently linked to the aircraft, to create fused analysis has been
critical to the positive identification of the targets and movement it monitors. This
was particularly important during the Operation Joint Endeavor deployment where
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the system monitored fixed garrisons and the movement of small groups of vehicles
within civilian traffic. The adaptive use of crew and external sensor input via sat-
ellite communication has proven JSTARS’ effectiveness in complex, high-intensity
EUCOM contingency operations.

General FRANKS. JSTARS provides an operational joint airborne command and
control (C2) platform and tactical/operational intelligence, surveillance, and recon-
naissance (ISR) capability. These capabilities provide JSTARS subscribers a terres-
trial picture with excellent moving target fidelity and unparalleled air-to-ground
battlespace C2 and surface situational awareness. Close air support, combat search
and rescue, and moving target information distribution are evolving capabilities pro-
vided by JSTARS. Additionally, the Navy and Marine Corps have recently pur-
chased ship-based receiving systems to monitor littoral operations which, if netted
with the Army and Air Force systems, could produce an even keener operational
gll'lf?ce picture and an enhanced air-land C2 structure in and around the Arabian

ulf.

I strongly desire to validate the importance of JSTARS to U.S. CENTCOM with
a deployment to the Arabian Gulf region. The last time JSTARS was in
CENTCOM’s AOR was in early 1998 during Operation Desert Thunder. The lack
of available aircraft and difficulties obtaining diplomatic permissions have delayed
efforts to deploy JSTARS into the CENTCOM AOR this year. Nevertheless, my air
component continues to plan for a JSTARS deployment this fall.

QUESTION SUBMITTED BY SENATOR BILL NELSON
CENTCOM HEADQUARTERS

11. Senator BILL NELSON. General Franks, there has been some discussion about
the possibility of relocating U.S. Central Command headquarters from its current
location at MacDill Air Force Base, Florida to an undetermined location within your
Area of Responsibility in Southwest Asia. Given recent terrorist attacks, and the
continuing threats in the region, this raises understandable concern regarding force
protection for members of your headquarters and their families. At the same time
there is understandable concern over the “7,000-mile commute” members of your
command must endure when traveling to and from the area. What are your
thoughts on the issue of your headquarters’ location and moving it to Southwest
Asia? What steps can be taken to mitigate the challenges of command and control
from the United States and avoid increasing the risks to members of your command
by increasing our physical presence in that region?

General FRANKS. There are currently no plans to relocate the CENTCOM head-
quarters from Tampa to Southwest Asia. Ideally, any commander would want to be
located in his AOR but the political situation and existing infrastructure in the re-
gion make this unfeasible for the foreseeable future.

CENTCOM compensates for the separation from its AOR several ways.
CENTCOM conducts day-to-day operations in the region through the command and
control of four forward-deployed headquarters elements on the Arabian Peninsula.
These are the Joint Task Force-Southwest Asia, responsible for air operations in the
southern no-fly zone; the Combined Joint Task Force-Kuwait, responsible for the
ground defense of Kuwait; Special Operations Command Central (Forward), respon-
sible for all of our Special Operational Forces in the northern Red Sea, Arabian
Gulf, and Horn of Africa; and Naval Forces Central Command (NAVCENT) in Bah-
rain, responsible for all maritime operations in CENTCOM. NAVCENT is
CENTCOM'’s only forward-deployed service component headquarters.

This command and control structure has proven itself a capable and robust sub-
stitute for a forward-deployed CENTCOM headquarters. Technology is the enabler
in this process by providing ever increasing “reach back” and even “reach forward”
capability for communication between Tampa and our forward headquarters ele-
ments. My staff strives to employ the latest technology not only to move information
f)v&lfiftly but also to provide redundancy to work around the loss of key nodes or capa-

ilities.

Currently there are four fixed locations in the region that are designated as pos-
sible CENTCOM forward headquarters locations, should a crisis or contingency re-
quire moving my battlestaff to the AOR. All are on the Arabian Peninsula and ac-
cess to these facilities is not guaranteed in time of crisis. Consequently, we are de-
veloping a capability to rapidly deploy the battlestaff along with an air-deployable
command post that provides the same command and control capabilities I have in
Tampa or at any established headquarters in the region. There are over 100 C-5
or C-17-capable runways throughout the region where we could fly in this
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deployable command post. The technology exists to do this right now; all we require
is §10.1 million in funding.

[Whereupon, at 11:42 a.m., the committee adjourned.]
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OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN WARNER,
CHAIRMAN

Chairman WARNER. Good morning. We hold our second series of
hearings to receive testimony on the status and requirements of
our regional commands. We do that in this committee each year.
It provides us a basis of fact upon which we can then proceed to
{)wﬁle our long and lengthy series of hearings on the authorization

ill.

Last Thursday, the committee heard from Gen. Joseph Ralston,
Commander in Chief, U.S. European Command; and Gen. Tommy
R. Franks, Commander in Chief, Central Command. Today we are
pleased to have Adm. Dennis C. Blair, United States Navy, Com-
mander in Chief, U.S. Pacific Command; Gen. Peter Pace, United
States Marine Corps, Commander in Chief, U.S. Southern Com-
mand; and Gen. Thomas A. Schwartz, United States Army, Com-
mander in Chief, United Nations Command/Combined Forces Com-
mand and Commander, U.S. Forces Korea.

I would like to just focus on concerns that this Senator has with
respect to issues in each of your AORs. In the Asia-Pacific region,
China remains a growing concern. Each year there is another in-
cremental set of facts that I think directly impacts on our planning
here. First, our line of deterrence, our effort to work with our allies
and friends in that region to maintain peace and tranquility, but
we note that China will increase its defense budget by nearly 18
percent this year.

I would hope, Admiral, in your testimony you can give us the
baseline on which that 18 percent is predicated. Very often we see
significant increases like that, but if you go back to the baseline,
in real terms so to speak, there is not that much. But that is an
issue which I have studied, and I would like to have your perspec-
tive on exactly what you believe the 18 percent represents.

This dramatic increase in spending, which will enable the further
acquisition of many advanced weapons systems, I presume many
coming from Russia, and the positioning of additional short-range
ballistic missile launch sites within range of Taiwan are matters
we have to take into consideration.

At this point, I am going to do something that is unusual, but
I have studied it several times, and I will provide each of the wit-
nesses with a copy, and that is the Washington Post editorial of
March 25, titled the Taiwan Arms Decision. In reading that, it
comports generally with my approach and philosophy towards this
issue.

You have just returned, Admiral Blair, from a trip to China,
South Korea, and Japan, and therefore your insights are of particu-
lar value.

Under statute and law, the administration is to consult with
Congress regarding the annual review of the Taiwan arms situa-
tion and their ability to defend themselves. Representatives of the
Departments of Defense and State have come up and briefed. I can
testify on this side. Yesterday I had a special briefing for members
of the committee on that subject.

The situation on the Korean Peninsula remains very volatile and
extremely dangerous. Over the past year, while there appeared to
be some approachment towards lessening the tensions between the
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north and the south, the fruits of that effort remain to be seen in
my judgment because we view the actions, as well as the words,
and the actions reflect that North Korea took no significant reduc-
tion in any of its massive number of troops deployed in that border
region. Perhaps you will touch on that, General.

In light of our relationship with South Korea, it is a very impor-
tant one, critical to the overall posture of deterrence in the region
of the Pacific, and we look forward to your update. 37,000 U.S.
troops—I think that is the number—are stationed in South Korea.
Accompanying them are many families, and we have many indus-
trialists and others from the United States. So, we should always
be mindful that very significant numbers of our own population are
right there within the range of weapons.

Now, in SOUTHCOM, the situation in Colombia and its border-
ing nations is, of course, of great concern. We had an opportunity
to visit last night with the senior staff, and we want to hear from
you this morning with regard to your view of that situation down
there. I take note that my distinguished colleague, the ranking
member, traveled there with other Senators recently, as did our
colleague, Senator McCain.

We continue to support the efforts of the previous administration
with regard to the $1.6 billion U.S. aid package. I say we. I speak
for myself and I think the majority of this committee. But the pre-
cariousness of that situation, and particularly the spill-over effect
on the adjoining nations, is of concern to us. We have our own mili-
tary personnel there now in the position of training.

These are just some of the issues, and we should have, I think,
a very informative and profitable hearing from our distinguished
witnesses this morning.

If you will forgive my voice. It is not up to prime time, but I am
still here in every respect. Thank you. At this time, without objec-
tion, I submit the opening statement of Senator Strom Thurmond.

[The prepared statement of Senator Thurmond follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY SENATOR STROM THURMOND

Mr. Chairman, I join you in welcoming Admiral Blair, General Schwartz, and
General Pace to the second in the series of hearings with our regional and
warfighting commanders. Our panel represents areas of the globe that are an ever
increasing political and security challenge to the United States.

In the Pacific, we are confronted by the two sleeping giants, India and China, op-
timistic peace talks between North and South Korea, and ethnic strife ready to ex-
plode in various parts of the region. In South America, the strife in Colombia is forc-
ing the drug lords and their operations into neighboring countries threatening to
spread our so-called war on drugs. Although the historical focus of our Nation has
been toward Europe, in my judgment, the future lies in the Pacific and south of our
borders. Today’s witnesses are bringing a focus on their regions and effectively se-
curing our vital national security and economic interests. They accomplish their
missions despite quality of life challenges for their personnel and underfunding of
vital readiness accounts.

Mr. Chairman, I look forward to the testimony of our distinguished group of com-
manders and thank them for their professionalism and distinguished service to our
Nation. I would also like to assure them that the committee will take into consider-
ation their requirements as we deliberate on the defense budget for fiscal year 2002
whenever it arrives.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman WARNER. Senator Levin.
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STATEMENT OF SENATOR CARL LEVIN

Senator LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, thank you. Let me first join you
in welcoming our distinguished witnesses here this morning. They
have made great contributions in the past to our Nation’s security,
and their advice and commentary to us is indeed welcomed.

At the outset, let me thank you, General Pace, for your assist-
ance and your counsel and your hospitality as three colleagues of
myself and the chairman of this committee and I went to Colombia
not too many weeks ago. Senators Reed, Bill Nelson, Ben Nelson,
and I made that visit. It was a very important one for us, and your
participation contributed a great deal to that importance.

This morning’s hearing takes place as the administration contin-
ues to conduct a review of existing policies toward China, including
potential arms sales to Taiwan, and existing policies which are
being reviewed toward North Korea, Colombia, the Andes, and a
number of other hot spots in the world.

In recent weeks, President Bush has expressed support for Plan
Colombia and for the peace process, but declined to have the
United States represented at the peace negotiation table.

In recent weeks, President Bush has expressed skepticism about
the course of negotiations with North Korea, thereby weakening
the position of the South Korean president in his negotiations with
North Korea.

In recent weeks, the President has characterized the United
States and China as strategic competitors, quite a contrast to the
prior characterization of his predecessor of our relationship with
China as one of strategic partnership.

There is an impression here and abroad that the administration
appears to be backing away from U.S. engagement in a number of
critical areas around the world, from the Balkans, to the Middle
East, to the Korean Peninsula. If so, I am concerned that that dis-
engagement could cause us to lose some opportunities to ease ten-
sions in several regions of the world and, therefore, lose opportuni-
ties to make this country more secure.

So, this is a very timely hearing. There is a huge number of
issues to be reviewed with our witnesses. I look forward to their
testimony this morning and the opportunity to ask them questions.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much, Senator Levin.

Unless other members of the committee have a comment, we will
proceed to receive the testimony from our witnesses, and Admiral
Blair, we will ask you to lead off.

The full statement of all witnesses will be admitted to the record.

STATEMENT OF ADM. DENNIS C. BLAIR, USN, COMMANDER IN
CHIEF, UNITED STATES PACIFIC COMMAND

Admiral BLAIR. Chairman Warner, Senator Levin, and other dis-
tinguished members of the committee, I need to begin by thanking
all of you for the support that you have given to the men and
women of the Pacific Command. They know you care and it comes
through to them. Thank you very much.

Our priorities in the Pacific Command are readiness, regional en-
gagement, transformation of the Armed Forces, and resources.
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I must tell you readiness is a mixed picture. We have made
progress in some areas in the past year; we have lost ground in
others. We can do our job today, but I remain concerned for the fu-
ture unless we address some of the structural readiness issues in
operations and equipment, as well as sustainment, restoration, and
modernization.

I just returned, as the Chairman mentioned, from a trip to
China, Korea, and Japan. With our forward-based and our forward-
deployed forces, we reassure our friends, we are deterring our po-
tential enemies, and we are making some progress on enhanced re-
gional cooperation which will build a security structure which will
posture us for the missions of the future, as well as those of the
past.

Third, transformation. Working with the Joint Forces Command,
we are experimenting our way into the future in the Pacific Com-
mand using our existing exercise program, including our allies. Our
concept for the future is called a joint mission force.

Finally, resources. Our strategy for the Asia-Pacific region is
built on a foundation of ready, balanced, forward-deployed forces
with information networks that can enable them to move around
the theater with confidence and a mobility system to get them
there quickly. We need sustained funding and support for those
forces and for the headquarters which direct them. It is important
because this region is dynamic, because America has big security
interests there, and our Armed Forces play a strong role in there.

As far as the question that you raised, Mr. Chairman, on China,
based on my recent trip there I can make a couple of points. We
probably will want to discuss it further, sir.

Chairman WARNER. Please do. In particular, review the package
that has come forward from Taiwan, the procedure by which it is
to be reviewed, both by yourself and the administration, and the
likely timetable of the announcement, to the extent you have
knowledge of that.

Admiral BLAIR. Yes, sir.

The requests for arms sales this year were delivered by the Tai-
wan Deputy Chief of the General Staff last fall, and it was an ex-
tensive list of equipment really across all three of their Armed
Forces: Army, Air Force, and Navy.

My role in the process is to evaluate sufficient defense for Tai-
wan across the Taiwan Strait. We do a detailed military analysis
of the balance of likely developments and trends, and then I submit
that up the chain for the President to make the final decision on
which arms should be made available based on my military input
and other factors.

That process is in progress right now. The rough deadline that
we generally set for ourselves is next month, the month of April,
that we generally reply. We are doing the work now to meet that
deadline.

Chairman WARNER. When you use the word “my,” my under-
standing of that is that it is yourself, of course, as CINCPAC. But
you take into consideration your senior Army commander, your
senior Air Force commander. You have also a senior Navy com-
mander and a senior Marine commander. So, it is a composite of
the senior commanders of all of our forces in that region.
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Admiral BLAIR. It is a composite. We benefit from several assess-
ments that have been made over the last couple of years in which
teams have visited Taiwan, have talked with the Taiwanese. We
have looked carefully at the intelligence and we have come to a
judgment as to what is the state, both right at the moment and the
trends in terms of Taiwan’s sufficient defense, and what would
make that defense sufficient.

Over the long term, the most destabilizing parts of the Chinese
buildup are their intermediate-range and short-range ballistic mis-
siles, the CSS—6s and CSS-7s, of the type that were used in 1996
to fire in the waters north and south of Taiwan. I have told the
Chinese directly on numerous visits, including the one last week,
that the buildup of these missiles, which presently are weapons of
destruction, not of military significance, but as their numbers in-
crease and as their accuracy improves, become militarily signifi-
cant, will force a response by the United States eventually in order
to maintain that sufficient defense. That really is the most trou-
bling aspect of the buildup.

I talked to the Chinese about the 18 percent increase that you
mentioned when I was there. I was told at many different levels,
not simply Beijing, but the field commanders that that would large-
ly go for personnel expenses, maintenance, and then a certain
amount to acquisition. But they understand, as do all armed forces,
that you need to compensate people beyond your conscript force in
order to be effective under modern conditions, and they are putting
some money to that. So, I do not translate that directly into weap-
ons.

They are having mixed success with the weapons that they are
purchasing from the Russians. It is not just a case of having the
systems themselves, but the entire logistical support, training, and
integrating with the mother systems is difficult business. As I say,
the People’s Liberation Army is having mixed success in turning
those into effective combat capability.

So, my overall assessment, which is in my written statement, is
that for the near term, the balance across the Straits is stable.
There are certain trends that have to be addressed in order to keep
it stable. I emphasized with the people I talked with in China that
military means are not the best way to achieve the one China,
which is Chinese policy, American policy, that the military side of
this equation should be kept in the background. The things that
will draw China and Taiwan are nonmilitary ties, commercial, fi-
nancial, information, travel, those sorts of activities.

The Chinese agree. They want a peaceful resolution as well, but
they maintain the right to use force, and we maintain that resolu-
tion must be peaceful. That is where we are, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman WARNER. Do you wish to cover other areas of your
area of responsibility (AOR)? I think it is important that you do.

Admiral BLAIR. Why do I not wait for questions, sir, if that is all
right with you.

Chairman WARNER. We will do just that then.

[The prepared statement of Admiral Blair follows:]



81

PREPARED STATEMENT BY ADM. DENNIS C. BLAIR, USN
INTRODUCTION

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee: On behalf of the men and women
of the United States Pacific Command, thank you for this opportunity to present
my perspective on security in the Asia-Pacific region.

Having served as Commander in Chief, United States Pacific Command
(USCINCPAC) for over 2 years, I continue to believe, as we enter into this century,
that a secure, peaceful, and prosperous Asia-Pacific region is very much in the inter-
ests of America, and the world. Alternatively, an uncertain Asia may present only
crises and dangers. We base our power and influence on our values, our economic
vibrancy, our desire to be a partner in this critical region, and the forward-stationed
and forward-deployed forces of the U.S. Pacific Command (USPACOM).

DEVELOPMENTS IN THE ASIA-PACIFIC REGION

Since I last testified before you, developments in the region have offered promise
and continuing challenges.

Japan

Japan remains our most important ally in the Asia-Pacific. Although the economy
is virtually stagnant, Japan remains the second largest economy in the world and
continues to have a strong economic impact on the Asia-Pacific region. Japan hosts
nearly 41,000 U.S. Armed Forces personnel and serves as a forward-deployed site
for about 14,000 additional U.S. naval personnel. Japan also contributes $4.86 bil-
lion in host-nation support, the most of any U.S. ally. These forward-stationed and
forward-deployed forces are key for the United States to meet commitments and de-
fend American interests throughout the Asia-Pacific region. The U.S.-Japan alliance
is the cornerstone of U.S. security interests in Asia, and it is fundamental to re-
gional security and peaceful development.

Over the past year, we made steady progress in strengthening our alliance with
Japan. The two countries signed a new 5-year Special Measures Agreement (SMA)
that will take effect on April 1, 2001. While the utilities cost-sharing levels are down
slightly from the previous SMA, the new agreement provides for the same levels of
labor cost-sharing and training relocation costs as those of the previous SMA.

Over the past year, working groups took the first steps to implement the Defense
Guidelines. In addition, Japan’s Diet passed the final piece of Defense Guidelines-
related legislation: a law authorizing the Japanese Self-Defense Forces (JSDF) to
conduct ship inspections to enforce UN sanctions. Now that a site for the replace-
ment facility for Marine Corps Air Station Futenma has been selected in northern
Okinawa, detailed discussions have begun over the type and scale of the facility.
U.S. and Japan ballistic missile defense cooperation continued on Navy Theater-
Wide research.

On February 9, 2001, U.S.S. Greenville collided with the fishing vessel Ehime
Maru, resulting in the loss of the ship and nine lives, including students. The U.S.
Government and Navy have apologized to the Government of Japan and the families
of the victims, are evaluating the feasibility of raising the vessel, and will provide
compensation to the victims. The Navy has convened a Court of Inquiry to examine
the events contributing to the incident and accountability. The U.S. and Japan have
a strong bilateral relationship whose enduring strength has benefited both sides for
close to half a century. We believe we will be able to move forward from this tragedy
in the interests of both nations and our peoples.

The roles and capabilities of the JSDF are slowly evolving to meet future chal-
lenges. The Japanese Ground Self-Defense Force provided a 45-man transportation
unit as part of the Golan Heights UN Disengagement Observer Force. The JSDF
has also worked closely with USPACOM components to restructure bilateral exer-
cises to develop skills for humanitarian assistance, search-and-rescue, non-combat-
ant evacuation, consequence management for chemical, biological, and nuclear inci-
dents, and complex contingency operations that are likely to occur in the future.
JSDF is sending observers to Team Challenge, a linked series of exercises address-
ing these missions and involving several Asia-Pacific nations. I am also encouraged
by the increased attention that the JSDF is giving to cooperating with regional
armed forces—the Republic of Korea in particular.

I remain deeply concerned about the Shinkampo private industrial waste inciner-
ator abutting Naval Air Facility Atsugi. While dioxin levels have fallen significantly
since Shinkampo completed the installation of bag house filters last May, construc-
tion has not started on a 100-meter smokestack that the Prime Minister of Japan
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committed to building by March 2001. This situation continues to be a serious
health risk to our servicemembers and their families.

We must solve individual local issues arising from our forces based in Japan. As
important, however, is that the U.S. Pacific Command and the JSDF maintain the
capability to defend Japan and build the capability to operate together in order to
face the common regional challenges of the future—peace operations, noncombatant
evacuation operations, humanitarian relief and dealing with transnational concerns.
The Defense Guidelines show the way to the future for the U.S.-Japanese alliance
and we must proceed in that direction.

South and North Korea

Last year, the U.S. and Republic of Korea (ROK) began the commemoration of the
50th anniversary of the Korean War. About 37,000 U.S. troops remain stationed in
the ROK to deter North Korean aggression.

Political developments in Korea have been breathtaking, highlighted by the June
2000 summit between President Kim Dae-Jung and his North Korean counterpart
Kim Jong-Il. Other North-South reconciliation activities included reunions between
selected families separated by the war, increased aid, and agreements to increase
economic links including a road and railway passing through the demilitarized zone.

At the same time, North Korea’s military training cycle in the winter and summer
of 2000 was the most extensive ever, and the ongoing winter training cycle remains
rﬁbust. North Korea continues to maintain 60 percent of its forces within 100km of
the DMZ.

Given North Korea’s continuing significant military capabilities, the Republic of
Korea and the United States must maintain the deterrent power of the Combined
Forces Command (CFC). Any changes to the CFC posture must come through mu-
tual and verifiable confidence-building measures that increase warning times for ag-
gression.

I remain concerned about the lack of frequency clearances granted by the ROK
government to U.S. forces for planning and training. For example, there are no fre-
quencies cleared to support UAV training on the peninsula. Likewise, we are cur-
rently limited to only 126 VHF/FM frequencies for planning purposes, far short of
the over 1,000 frequencies we would expect in an operational scenario. We will con-
tinue to work to resolve this deficiency.

Whatever the future holds, it remains in the interests of both the Republic of
Korea and the United States to have a continued U.S. forward presence on the Ko-
rean Peninsula. Recent developments have been encouraging. The recent renewal of
our Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA), the conclusion of the No Gun Ri investiga-
tion, and the agreement on missile guidelines reflect the mature relationship be-
tween the United States and South Korea and provide a strong foundation for fu-
ture cooperation on the Korean Peninsula. The Commander in Chief of U.S. Forces
Korea has also proposed a Land Partnership Plan that, once enacted by Korea, will
make U.S. force presence less burdensome while enhancing training and combined
warfighting capability. We also will begin negotiations for a new Special Measures
Agreement that we hope would increase South Korea’s financial support for the sta-
tioning of U.S. troops in the country.

The Republic of Korea increasingly contributes to meeting regional security chal-
lenges by contributing 419 troops to peacekeeping in East Timor, consulting and co-
operating with the JSDF, participating in exercises such as RIMPAC (a major, mul-
tilateral naval exercise) and PACIFIC REACH (a submarine rescue exercise also in-
volving naval forces from Japan, Singapore, and the United States), and participat-
ing as observers in Team Challenge.

China

During the past year, military developments in China have been mixed. A White
Paper issued in February 2000 emphasized China’s commitment to peacefully re-
solving its differences with Taiwan, but also specified conditions that could trigger
the use of force against Taiwan. Chinese military spending increased, and Beijing
continued to acquire advanced weapon systems from Russia.

The People’s Liberation Army (PLA) is modernizing and making organizational
changes in all branches of service to strengthen homeland defense, expand regional
influence and support sovereignty claims to Taiwan and the South China Sea. China
continues to increase its modern combat aircraft inventory and improve air de-
fenses, particularly across the Taiwan Strait. The PLA navy conducted sea trials for
eventually fielding additional surface ships and submarines, continued testing of
anti-ship missiles, and received its second modern Russian guided missile destroyer.
PLA ground forces continued downsizing to reduce force structure and increase mo-
bility. The PLA missile force continued testing and fielding of newer inter-continen-
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tal and short-range ballistic missiles (SRBM) and is building additional SRBM
launch sites within range of Taiwan. China’s exercise program, while extensive, was
not explicitly threatening to Taiwan.

Over the past year, we have reinitiated military relations with China on a realis-
tic foundation. We have fashioned policies that offer China areas for productive rela-
tions, while ensuring that we can deal with a more confrontational posture, should
it be necessary. We emphasize areas of mutual interest and encourage Chinese par-
ticipation in regional security cooperation while maintaining that diplomacy, not
armed force, should settle disputes.

We have exchanged visits between senior PLA delegations and U.S. counterparts,
and ships have conducted reciprocal port visits. PLA forces participated in a search-
and-rescue exercise in the Special Administrative Region of Hong Kong, and four
Chinese officials (two from the PLA and two from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs)
attended the Asia-Pacific Center for Security Studies in Honolulu. We have invited
the PLA to participate in more multinational conferences on topics involving re-
gional security cooperation than it has chosen to attend. We carefully vet our en-
gagement in accordance with the National Defense Authorization Act.

The Taiwan Armed Forces also continue their restructuring and force moderniza-
tion. A civilian Defense Minister now oversees the Armed Forces. The Taiwan mili-
tary relies heavily on the United States to modernize its forces. Through last year’s
arms sales, Taiwan’s Armed Forces increased surveillance capabilities and modern-
ized air-to-air, air-to-ground and air-to-surface weapons. Taiwan is looking forward
in its modernization plans by improving a number of bases and infrastructure to
support acquisition of future weapons.

As Taiwan modernizes its Armed Forces to ensure a sufficient defense, training,
inter-service interoperability, and logistics support become even more important.
The Taiwan Armed Forces will have to put resources and attention into these areas
to retain the qualitative edge.

Based upon our assessments, I conclude that the changes in PLA and Taiwan
military forces have not significantly altered the balance of power across the Taiwan
Strait. Taiwan’s military maintains a qualitative edge over the PLA, and the PLA
still lacks the capability to invade and hold Taiwan. China maintains a quantitative
edge in all branches of service, but does not have adequate power projection to
quickly overcome Taiwan’s more modern air force and inherent geographical advan-
tages, which favor defense. Beijing’s military forces, however, have the ability to in-
flict significant damage to Taiwan.

We expect China to accelerate military modernization, but pressing economic and
social issues will temper this effort. Military modernization will not decisively alter
the military situation across the Strait in the next several years. The continuing
buildup of Chinese ballistic missiles, combined with increases in accuracy, will in-
creasingly pressure the sufficiency of Taiwan’s defenses. The U.S.-China-Taiwan re-
lationship will continue to be a critical factor in our regional engagement strategy.

India

U.S. military relations with India have been restricted since India’s nuclear weap-
ons tests in 1998. Areas for military cooperation exist, however. Peacekeeping is the
most promising. We have also agreed to discuss search-and-rescue, humanitarian
assistance, and environmental security. The U.S. and India have also set up a work-
ing group to address counter-terrorism cooperation. The response to India’s recent
earthquake demonstrated the value of cooperation, both civilian and military. We
are pursuing opportunities to build a foundation for closer relations. I believe a
gradual strengthening of military interaction is in the interests of both countries.
The more we work with India and Pakistan, the better we can defuse tensions by
supporting productive relations between those two nuclear-armed countries.

Insurgents and Communal Violence

Beyond Kashmir, which remains a flash point of tension between India and Paki-
stan, insurgents and communal violence affect many states in the Asia-Pacific Re-
gion.

Indonesia faces violent separatist movements in Aceh and Irian Jaya (West
Papua) and sectarian violence in the Maluku Islands and Kalimantan. Intense fight-
ing on the Jaffna Peninsula between the Tamil Tigers and Sri Lankan Armed
Forces continues without significant gains by either side. Nepal faces an increas-
ingly troublesome Maoist insurgency. For much of the year, the Philippine Armed
Forces have battled the Moro Islamic Liberation Front (MILF) and operated against
hostage takers, including the Abu Sayyaf, which took American Jeffrey Schilling
hostage. Indonesia, Sri Lanka, Nepal, and the Philippines are still searching for the
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right combination of political, economic development, and military/police measures
to effectively address these insurgencies and sectarian strife.

In Fiji, a coup overthrew the democratically elected government, and the Solomon
Islands have experienced separatist violence that caused a change in government
and the evacuation of foreign nationals. Also, fighting among various ethnic groups
0111l Blurnr(ia’s borders, much of it connected to illegal drug trafficking, has spilled into
Thailand.

Communal violence not only causes suffering and slows the political, social, and
economic development of countries in the region; violence also fosters terrorism,
causes refugees to migrate, and creates humanitarian disasters that spill across na-
tional borders.

Indonesia

Indonesia is still undergoing major political, social, and economic changes after 40
years of authoritarian rule.

The Armed Forces of Indonesia, or TNI, began reforms in 1999 that they have
yet to complete. The reforms call for the TNI to become a professional, modern
armed force, focused on external defense and divorced from political practices. The
number of TNI seats in parliament has been reduced and the police force separated
from the TNI. However, elements of the TNI have been reluctant to continue re-
forms. The TNI remains a major political force, particularly on the local level, and
retains the major role in internal security. It has not brought under control the mili-
tias in West Timor, resulting in the deaths of three UN workers and a continuing
security threat to East Timor, nor has it yet brought to justice any of those who
orchestrated or engaged on atrocities in East or West Timor. TNI reform is an im-
portant aspect of restoring order in Indonesia in a manner that promotes democratic
development and regional security.

Most interactions between U.S. and Indonesian Armed Forces have been sus-
pended until there is credible progress toward accountability for East Timor human
rights abuses and the return or resettlement of refugees. During the past year, lim-
ited interaction with the TNI involved a Navy humanitarian exercise and Indo-
nesian Air Force observers at Exercise Cobra Gold. The objectives of interaction
with the TNI are to favor reform and build capability for coalition operations.

Under the protection of international peacekeepers, East Timor today is generally
secure from the militias, but the work has just begun to establish a fully functioning
society. Our Australian allies did a great job in leading this UN-mandated peace op-
eration and remain the backbone of the security forces. The Philippines and Thai-
land have stepped forward to assume leadership of the peacekeeping forces since it
became a UN operation. The U.S. Armed Forces continue to conduct operations in
East Timor by providing liaison officers, engineers, and humanitarian assistance
during ship visits.

Philippines

The Philippines experienced a peaceful transition of power from former President
Estrada to former Vice President Gloria Macapagal-Arroyo (GMA). Throughout the
period of the impeachment hearings and transfer of authority, the Armed Forces of
the Philippines (AFP) acted with restraint and used constitutional precepts as guid-
ing principles.

Following the ratification of the Visiting Forces Agreement (VFA) in May 1999,
the frequency and quality of interactions between U.S. and Philippine Armed Forces
has also improved. The AFP has actively participated in initiatives to enhance re-
gional cooperation and promote regional security. It deserves credit for taking a
leading and responsible role in East Timor, contributing ground forces to the Inter-
national Force in East Timor (INTERFET) coalition, providing the first force com-
mander for the peacekeeping force of the UN Transition Authority for East Timor
(UNTAET).

The United States maintains its Mutual Defense Treaty with the Philippines, and
our defense relations have steadily improved over the past year. The Defense Ex-
perts Exchange, a consultative group established between OSD and the Philippines
Department of National Defense in 1999, has made progress in identifying the Phil-
ippines’ national security and force structure needs. The talks address ways to help
the Philippines increase readiness and become a more active contributor to regional
security. Operations with, and assistance from, the United States cannot substitute
for adequately funded Armed Forces, and the Philippines has not yet made the nec-
essary investments.

The Philippines continues to face significant internal security challenges from or-
ganizations such as the MILF, the Communist New People’s Army (NPA) and the
Abu Sayyaf Group. This past year, the United States initiated a $2 million program
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using Nonproliferation, Antiterrorism, Demining and Related (NADR) program
funds to train and equip a counter-terrorist unit that will improve the AFP’s capa-
bility to deal with hostage taking and other terrorist incidents.

Thailand

A strategic ally, strongly oriented to U.S. military training and equipment, Thai-
land aspires to adopt force modernization and “jointness” along U.S. models. Thai-
land consistently responds positively to U.S. requests for access, training, and tran-
sit. Thailand is one of the nations in Asia most committed to building regional ap-
proaches to future challenges—peacekeeping, humanitarian assistance, and
transnational concerns. Exercise Cobra Gold in Thailand is developing into a multi-
lateral training event to improve participating countries’ capabilities to cooperate in
peacekeeping and humanitarian missions.

Thailand has taken a leading Southeast Asian regional role in support of peace-
keeping by maintaining battalion strength forces in East Timor. The current mili-
tary commander in East Timor is Thai LTG Boonsrang Niumpradit. We support hu-
manitarian demining in Thailand and will transfer that program over to Thailand
by fiscal year 2002. Joint Task Force Full Accounting Detachment-1 in Bangkok
logistically anchors our POW/MIA recovery efforts throughout Vietnam, Laos, and
Cambodia.

Within the last year, Thailand has requested U.S. assistance to the Royal Thai
Army in combating drug traffic across the Burma-Thai border. U.S. Pacific Com-
mand is in the early stages of establishing a modest program of assistance against
this common threat. Joint Interagency Task Force West (JIATF-WEST) is the
standing task force for all counterdrug (CD) issues in the theater and has the lead
to work training, equipment, and organizational coordination initiatives to assist the
Thais with their CD mission.

Australia

This year marks the 50th anniversary of the ANZUS treaty, and Australia re-
mains America’s closest ally in the Asia-Pacific region. Australian Armed Forces not
only took the lead in East Timor operations, but they remain the largest part of the
UN security force there. They also evacuated civilians and provided peace monitors
in Bougainville and the Solomon Islands. The Australian government has been ac-
tive in promoting the return of democracy in Fiji and in promoting security and
peaceful development throughout the archipelagic states of Southeast Asia and the
South Pacific. Australia has also constructively engaged in dialogue with China and
North Korea to promote peace in Northeast Asia.

In recognition of our special relationship, we have pursued an agreement to ex-
empt qualified Australian firms from U.S. International Traffic in Arms Regulations
controlling unclassified military technology.

Australia recently completed an extensive Australia Defence 2000 White Paper
that clearly lays out its future defense requirements. The White Paper achieved
broad national support and general bipartisan consensus through a unique consulta-
tion process that involved the public and all government agencies. The product is
a plan to acquire the skills and equipment Australia will need to succeed across the
full range of defense tasks, along with required funding.

Singapore

Completion of the deep draft pier at Changi Naval Base signifies Singapore’s con-
tribution and desire for continued U.S. presence in the region. Though not an ally,
Singapore is a solid security partner in the Asia-Pacific region, a vocal proponent
for U.S. access, and supports and hosts multilateral activities. Singapore hosted PA-
CIFIC REACH, a multi-lateral submarine rescue exercise; participated in Cobra
Gold and in numerous anti-piracy regional conferences; and is planning a regional
Mine Counter-Mine exercise in May 2001.

Singapore seeks greater interoperability with the U.S. Armed Forces. It views
high technology and advanced hardware as a deterrent and is increasing its co-
operation with the U.S. in joint experimentation. Singapore participates with the
Extension of the Littoral Battlespace Advanced Concept Technology Demonstration
(ACTD) and is active in other experiments such as the Joint Mission Force and Asia
Pacific Area Network.

POW /MIA Efforts in Southeast Asia

Joint Task Force Full Accounting (JTF-FA) continues to make progress on achiev-
ing the fullest possible accounting of Americans unaccounted for as a result of the
conflict in Southeast Asia. JTF-FA conducted 10 joint field activities (JFAs) in fiscal
year 2000—4 in Vietnam, 5 in Laos, and 1 in Cambodia. During these JFAs, the
JTF-FA field teams investigated 219 cases and excavated 44 sites. JTF-FA will con-
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tinue to maintain its robust pace of operations in fiscal year 2001, with 10 JFAs
scheduled—4 in Vietnam, 5 in Laos, and 1 in Cambodia. Each JFA is about 30 days
in duration.

In calendar year 2000, 40 sets of remains previously recovered in JTF-FA oper-
ations were successfully identified and returned to their loved ones. As of January
31, 2001, Americans unaccounted for total 1,900. In the same period, JTF-FA recov-
ered and repatriated 24 remains we believe to be those of unaccounted-for Ameri-
cans from Southeast Asia (17 from Vietnam and 7 from Laos).

Achieving the fullest possible accounting of Americans is a U.S. Pacific Command
priority, and we will continue to devote the necessary personnel and resources to
obtain the answers the POW/MIA families so richly deserve.

U.S. PACIFIC COMMAND PRIORITIES

The challenges to security and peaceful development in the Asia-Pacific region re-
quire regional cooperation to address effectively. They include:

— Unresolved wars in Korea, across the Taiwan Strait, and in Kashmir
that have flared, on occasion, but have been restrained for over 50 years.
— Conflicting territorial claims such as the Spratly Islands, the Kuril Is-
lands, and the Senkaku Islands.

— Major powers—China, India, and Russia—that seek greater roles in re-
gional security.

— Communal violence driven by separatist movements and historic griev-
ances.

— Transnational concerns—including terrorism, illegal drug trafficking,
piracy, and weapons proliferation.

Our objective is an economically prosperous and interdependent region that
shares dependable expectations of peaceful change. To achieve this objective, the
strategy of the U.S. Pacific Command involves:

— Deterring aggression in Korea;

— Determining the future of Taiwan by peaceful means;

— Encouraging responsible development of growing powers;

— Developing multilateral capabilities to handle complex contingencies
and transnational challenges;

— Planning for transition as security challenges evolve;

— Transforming our Armed Forces to increase their warfighting edge.

The priorities for the U.S. Pacific Command in executing this strategy continue
to be readiness, regional engagement, transformation, and resources.

(1) Readiness

During my comments today, I will discuss the status of many programs. I should
note, however, that the programs I will discuss and the associated funding levels
may change as a result of the Secretary’s strategy review, which will guide future
decisions on military spending. The administration will determine final 2002 and
outyear funding levels only when the review is complete. I ask that you consider
my comments in that light.

U.S. Pacific Command forces must be fully ready to execute any assigned mission.
Readiness revolves around people. If we are to recruit and retain the quality person-
nel that we need, service must be professionally rewarding to the members of our
Armed Forces and must meet their personal and family needs. If we do not meet
their basic professional and personal needs, they have many, often more lucrative,
alternatives to a life of service to their Nation.

Professionally and personally rewarding service involves confidence that financial
compensation 1s fair, that educational opportunities are available to prepare for a
world that values knowledge, and that healthcare is adequate. It also involves the
provision and maintenance of suitable housing and facilities in which to live and
work. It involves confidence that we fill personnel billets to match the tasking and
that we are properly trained to conduct the full spectrum of operations expected of
us. It involves having the resources to maintain equipment in a high state of readi-
ness both during and between deployments, and adequate munitions to train and
fight. It involves adequately protecting our forces on and off duty.

Pay, Education, and Healthcare. First, let me thank you for all the positive qual-
ity of life initiatives in the Fiscal Year 2001 National Defense Authorization Act
(NDAA). The pay raise of 3.7 percent, targeted pay table reform for mid-grade non-
commissioned officers, basic allowance for housing amendments, partial reimburse-
ment for mandatory pet quarantine fees, impact aid to help civilian schools educate
military dependents, and tuition assistance up to 100 percent for off-duty education
are all outstanding efforts that servicemen and women appreciate. Also, thanks to
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your support, the performance of DOD schools is second to none, though we need
help in funding operating expenses and maintaining infrastructure.

We greatly appreciate the initiatives of the 106th Congress to enhance the
TRICARE benefit and its coverage to include our retirees over the age of 65. This
is the right thing to do—such quality of life enhancements favorably impact recruit-
ment and retention and ultimately force readiness. Yet, challenges remain in estab-
lishing consistent, adequate funding of the healthcare benefit in a way that does not
compromise other essential programs. We must ensure health services support func-
tions organic to our operating forces, which are not in the Defense Health Program,
receive adequate funding and attention within the Service POMs.

Real Property Maintenance. Real property maintenance (RPM) continues to reveal
the combined effects of aging facilities and under funding. The current and accumu-
lating RPM backlog for U.S. Pacific Command components will amount to $7.1 bil-
lion over the next 5 years, assuming no fundamental changes emerge from the Sec-
retary of Defense’s ongoing strategy review. Funding intended for facilities repair
and maintenance often goes to more immediate operational needs, and the backlog
grows. The result is that our camps, posts, and stations across the U.S. Pacific Com-
mand are shabby and deteriorating. This shortfall in real property maintenance af-
fects readiness, quality of life, retention, and force protection that we can no longer
ignore. Our people deserve to live and work in a quality environment.

Housing. Good top-rate housing that meets family housing goals of 2010 remains
one of my top quality of life concerns. Projects are underway, ranging from whole
barracks renewals at Fort Richardson, Alaska, and Schofield Barracks, Hawaii, to
new family housing at Pearl Harbor and Kaneohe Bay, Hawaii. Commander in
Chief Pacific Fleet (CINCPACFLT), Pacific Air Forces (PACAF), and Marine Forces
Pacific (MARFORPAC) expect to meet the 2010 housing goal if funding continues
at current levels for their programs. U.S. Army Pacific (USARPAC) anticipates ade-
quate housing for Hawaii by 2010 if their Residential Community Initiative is suc-
cessful. However, housing in Alaska and Japan will remain inadequate until sub-
stantial MILCON funding is allocated to their revitalization programs. U.S. Forces
Korea (USFK) and U.S. Forces Japan (USFJ) also face shortages, forcing
servicemembers to live off base in Korea and Japan, often in inadequate housing.
Lack of available real estate acquisition for new housing is the biggest obstacle in
Japan and Korea. When additional real estate is procured, we will need additional
MILCON housing funding to meet requirements above what host nation-funded con-
struction can provide in Japan and Korea.

Munitions. Although we are beginning to procure additional munitions, because
they have just recently entered full-rate production, or have yet to do so, a number
of preferred munitions are available only in limited quantities and do not support
training and operational requirements. Such already limited quantities have been
drawn down as a result of expenditures in Kosovo and ongoing consumption in Op-
eration Southern Watch and Operation Northern Watch. Alternative munitions will
get the job done, but with greater combat risk and losses. Funding to further in-
crease stock levels of preferred and precision munitions is a top priority.

Force Protection. Before the terrorist bombing of the U.S.S. Cole, U.S. Pacific
Command’s Force Protection Program had expanded over the last year to include
rear-area protection program during increased hostilities and critical infrastructure
protection. The U.S.S. Cole bombing resulted in a command-wide, top-to-bottom re-
view of our antiterrorism policies and procedures.

Funding obtained through the Combating Terrorism Readiness Initiative Fund
(CbT RIF) has helped with critical emergent requirements, but the U.S. Pacific
Command still has $110 million in unfunded requirements. Joint Staff Integrated
Vulnerability Assessments (JSIVA) play a significant role in assessing our program
and identifying requirements.

Following the U.S.S. Cole bombing, the command began a full reassessment of
vulnerabilities at ports and airfields not under U.S. control. Negotiating force pro-
tection memoranda of understanding with foreign countries is an ongoing process
to ensure clearly delineated responsibilities.

A major challenge is to prevent increased effort from becoming a bureaucratic
drill rather than a routine way of operating. Instructions and checklists help, but
they are not enough. Our commanders must think tactically about force protection.
On every deployment, every exercise and even at home stations, we must ingrain
force protection in the very fabric of our forces. Having said that, terrorists can
choose their time and place of attack. That gives them an advantage. As long as
we are engaged around the world, there will be further attacks. Our goal is to mini-
mize the impact to our forces.

Staffing, Training, and Operations. As we exploit information technology and re-
vise our organizations, the character of combatant command headquarters is chang-
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ing. Increasingly, headquarters staffs perform operational functions that forward
forces used to do. As examples, my staff in Hawaii provided many logistics, commu-
nications, and intelligence support functions for our operations in East Timor that
allowed us to keep the number of U.S. personnel in country to a minimum. This
further reduced requirements for force protection and living support. Also, PACAF
is establishing a Joint Air Operations Center at Hickam Air Force Base. This center
will similarly perform many functions of the Joint Forces Air Component Coordina-
tor, reducing the number of personnel that must forward deploy to conduct oper-
ations.

As our headquarters staffs become more involved in supporting operations 24
hours a day, 7 days a week, in addition to their administrative functions, we are
finding our staffs working harder than before, even as they downsize. We have
turned to the Reserve Components for help, and they have done a splendid job. But
our shortfalls are growing, and we are just beginning to exploit the capability that
information technology gives us to allow forward forces to reach back to staffs.

Increasingly, the measure of staffs to deployed forces is shifting from “tooth to
tail” toward “brain to brawn.” While the fiscal year 2001 NDAA provides some relief
from the fiscal year 1998 and fiscal year 2000 NDAAs, there is still a requirement
for OSD designated activities to reduce personnel by 7.5 percent. These additional
headquarters cuts will hinder our ability to provide effective management and over-
sight of command readiness and operations. It will be difficult to execute these re-
ductions in a way that does not impact our operational readiness. In the U.S. Pacific
Command our staffs are fully engaged in operations forward.

We are experiencing shortfalls not only in available billets, but also in the funds
needed to train, exercise, and operate our forces. Particular areas affecting readi-
ness are funding for flight hours, ship depot maintenance, joint exercises, and Re-
serve support.

The funds allocated to component flying hour programs (FHP) are increasing, but
not fast enough to cover escalating costs. The rising costs of fuel and spare parts
for aging aircraft appear to be driving the escalation. These costs may increase even
faster in the years ahead as DOD aircraft and avionics fall further behind commer-
cial standards. The Navy FHP is growing 15 percent annually. PACFLT is facing
a $317 million shortfall in fiscal year 2001. This figure includes a MARFORPAC
shortfall of $94 million. Both PACFLT and MARFORPAC would exhaust their fiscal
year 2001 FHP funding by August without reprogramming funds. USARPAC’s and
PACAF’s programs also have shortfalls. The Services increasingly rely upon supple-
mental appropriations to avert the consequences of unprogrammed escalation in op-
eration and maintenance program costs.

PACFLT’s ship depot maintenance program continues to be underfunded relative
to the full requirement. Growing deferred maintenance backlogs have been kept in
check largely through execution year supplemental funding from Congress. This af-
fects battle group inter-deployment training readiness, which continues to decline
as training resources are continually sacrificed to maintain deployed readiness.
Forces enter training cycles at low state of readiness, fall to lower levels and then
“recover” rapidly right before deployment. The resultant “spikes” in our readiness
curves could become vulnerabilities if asked to respond to unforeseen contingencies.

The ability of U.S. joint forces to fight in a seamless battle space and to conduct
combined operations with our coalition partners will provide the greatest gains in
U.S. warfighting capability over the coming decade. Joint training represents 5 per-
cent of the operations tempo (OPTEMPO) of forces assigned to U.S. Pacific Com-
mand. Currently, we are well within the congressionally-mandated joint exercise
man-days reduction directives. Our USPACOM-wide man-day reduction through fis-
cal year 2000 was 32 percent, 7 percent below the objective of 25 percent. Simulta-
neously, we have shaped a solid Joint Training Program. This program provides us
confidence that our Joint Task Forces (JTFs) are ready to fight. Further fiscal re-
ductions to the Joint Exercise Program put our JTF and joint warfighting readiness
at risk. We need full funding of the currently planned minimum exercise program.
This includes Service Incremental Funding and the Strategic Lift (STRATLIFT) pro-
vided through the Chairman’s Exercise Program. Inflation of flying hour costs has
increased exponentially over recent years, significantly eroding our STRATLIFT
buying power. This impacts us greatly in USPACOM where STRATLIFT is our life-
blood due to our vast area of responsibility (AOR). We need full funding to ensure
we get the right forces, to the right place, to exercise with the right joint and coali-
tion partners, so we can indeed remain ready.

Shortfalls also exist in funding designed to employ Reserve and National Guard
personnel. U.S. Pacific Command’s Reserve billets are based upon a single major
theater war. Reservists’ 2 week training period is sufficient for them to support one
major exercise per year, which leaves the command short of personnel to support
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several other major exercises in the joint training plan. Defense plans include provi-
sions for Reserve personnel to volunteer to support exercises, but funds are inad-
equate to accommodate the volunteers.

Summary. Overall, the majority of readiness concerns of a year ago remain today.
While making progress in some areas, we are declining in others. I continue to have
no reservations about the U.S. Pacific Command’s ability to do its job today. How-
ever, I do have doubts about its ability to do so in the future unless we make more
progress in addressing structural readiness issues.

(2) Regional Engagement

While readiness prepares us to respond, through regional engagement we shape
the region to promote security and peaceful development. Current circumstances
provide the opportunity and the necessity to develop more mature security arrange-
ments among the nations of the region. Opportunities derive from dynamic regional
security developments and a new generation of leaders willing to reexamine what
policies are genuinely in their national interest. Necessity derives from strong na-
tionalism, ethnic and religious rivalry, and historic grievances that drive desires to
settle old scores prevalent throughout the region. Steady and focused efforts ensure
the region develops in ways favorable to American interests.

Engagement is a process to achieve national objectives, not an end in itself. Our
efforts improves the ability of regional partners to defend themselves, deters poten-
tial aggressors, strengthens security alliances and partnerships, increases regional
readiness for combined operations, promotes access for American forces to facilities
in the region, and promotes security arrangements better suited to the challenges
of the 21st century.

Enhanced Regional Cooperation. Over the past year, the U.S. Pacific Command
has worked closely with the Joint Staff, Office of the Secretary of Defense, and the
interagency community to develop enhanced regional cooperation. The objectives of
enhancing regional cooperation have been to improve regional readiness for com-
bined operations and to expand the set of states in the region that share dependable
expectations of peaceful change.

Transnational concerns affect all states in the region in varying degrees. Many
of the states in the region contribute armed forces and police to UN peacekeeping
operations. Terrorism, weapons proliferation, illegal drug trafficking, illegal migra-
tion, piracy, and other transnational criminal activities represent problems that re-
quire regional cooperation. Some of this is police work and some of it is military
work. Different countries organize differently. Since adversaries operate freely with-
out regard for borders, seeking support, bases of operation, and weak points to at-
tack throughout our region, the only way to win against them is international co-
operation.

By developing capabilities to work effectively as coalitions in complex contin-
gencies (such as East Timor); as partners in countering terrorism, illegal drug traf-
ficking, and piracy; in managing the consequences of chemical, biological, or nuclear
attacks, natural disasters and accidents; in evacuating citizens caught in the path
of violence; in search-and-rescue of mariners in distress; and in providing humani-
tarian assistance, the armed forces of the region improve their readiness to contrib-
ute to combined operations. Working side-by-side on these missions builds con-
fidence and trust among the participants as it improves operational capabilities. It
provides a way for states that want to exert more influence in the region to do so
in constructive ways that contribute to regional security. It provides the United
States with competent coalition partners so that our Armed Forces need not shoul-
der the entire load.

The U.S. Pacific Command’s efforts to enhance regional security include expand-
ing dialogue among the armed forces of the region, developing standard procedures
and training staffs to use them, and exercising to hone our capabilities and learn
where to improve.

In addition to my visits around the region and those of my component command-
ers, U.S. Pacific Command sponsors a wide range of activities to promote regional
security dialogue. The Asia-Pacific Center for Security Studies (APCSS—see Appen-
dix A) brings together military officers from around the region at the colonel/briga-
dier level and government officials of equivalent grades for a 12-week course.
APCSS also conducts a 1-week course for more senior officers and officials, and
hosts about five conferences each year. The U.S. Pacific Command also hosts annual
conferences on military operational law and logistics, and for the past 3 years has
held a conference for Chiefs of Defense from around the region. These conferences
have been very effective in promoting military cooperation against common threats.

At the Chiefs’ conference, we also demonstrated our new Asia-Pacific Area Net-
work (APAN). APAN is a non-secure web portal, which provides an internet-based
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communications and collaboration ability for the armed forces of the region and ci-
vilian organizations that participate in complex contingencies to share sensitive, but
unclassified, information. On it, we have begun web-based collaboration by posting
standard procedures for combined operations. These web pages have mechanisms so
that anyone can suggest improvements. Like many things on the web, no govern-
ment signs up to use these procedures, but they are available for those who need
them. Web-based planning and distributed simulations are also possible to add new,
affordable means to build regional capacity. Additionally, the APAN concept pro-
vides a simple and economical means to provide a networking of institutions and
training centers with this new form of collaboration and information exchange.
These networks will be the building blocks for Asia-Pacific Security Communities
that were previously unaffordable.

We also have held Multinational Planning Augmentation Team (MPAT) con-
ferences to refine procedures, and conducted workshops to train staff officers from
around the region as a cadre of Asia-Pacific military planners ready to reinforce a
multinational force headquarters. We rely on lessons learned in East Timor and
other peacekeeping operations to improve the region’s capability to conduct com-
bined operations. In November, the Philippines hosted an MPAT Staff Planning
workshop attended by 18 nations, non-governmental organizations, and UN rep-
resentatives. Many armed forces in the region want to improve their abilities to
work together, and use APAN to continue their MPAT dialogue between workshops.

Team Challenge links bilateral exercises Cobra Gold with Thailand, Balikitan
with the Philippines, and Tandem Thrust with Australia to address bilateral train-
ing objectives and to improve the readiness of regional armed forces to contribute
to multilateral operations. This year Singapore will participate and other nations,
such as Japan and Korea, will observe with an eye toward participating in future
years. In Team Challenge we will exercise elements from the full spectrum of mis-
sions that our combined forces may be called upon to do together, from complex con-
tingencies to humanitarian assistance.

These are examples of efforts to enhance regional security cooperation. As we
progress, we find many requirements to coordinate better on logistics, intelligence
and other aspects of our operations, and take steps such as developing a coalition-
wide area network (successfully employed in RIMPAC, our multinational naval ex-
ercise). With cooperation from the nations of the region, and the initiative that my
staff and my components have demonstrated, enhanced regional cooperation and se-
curity communities have grown from a concept to a substantial approach for promot-
ing security and peaceful development over the past year.

The reactions to the U.S. Pacific Command’s efforts have been largely positive,
with some reservations. Some allies have expressed concern that multinational ef-
forts will dilute the quality of our bilateral relations. For enhanced regional coopera-
tion to succeed, we must strengthen our traditional bilateral relations, focusing our
efforts on capabilities to pursue common interests, and then reach out to other na-
tions in the region. The Team Challenge planning efforts have demonstrated our
commitment to meeting bilateral training objectives and enhancing them with skills
required for coalition operations.

Other nations have expressed concerns that this is a precursor to the United
States reducing its involvement in the region. Quite the contrary! By improving our
capabilities to work together, the nations of this critical region can more effectively
address the broad range of security challenges that none can solve alone.

Also, some nations fear that it is a scheme for containing China. Instead, it is a
way to encourage China to contribute to regional security in constructive ways. We
welcome the fact that China has sent 15 police officers as part of the CIVPOL con-
tingent to East Timor. We would welcome greater Chinese involvement in peace-
keeping such as they provided in Cambodia in 1994. The last class at APCSS in-
cluded two Peoples Liberation Army (PLA) officers and two officials from the Min-
istry of Foreign Affairs. They learned that many nations in the region share Amer-
ican security concerns and that cooperation in many areas is in China’s interest.
The way ahead in U.S. Pacific Command’s relations with the PLA is, with the sup-
port of other armed forces, to encourage cooperation in areas where our Nations
genuinely share mutual interests, while maintaining that disputes must be resolved
peacefully. As with many nations in the region, we must work to transform PLA
leadership mindsets from measuring differences in military power to measuring
progress in regional security.

The $10 million in Asia-Pacific Regional Initiative (APRI) funds provided by Con-
gress in fiscal year 2000 and $24.6 million provided in fiscal year 2001 have been
essential to the initiatives to enhance regional cooperation. The dollars we invest
in these regional activities pay huge dividends in U.S. security.
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Currently, U.S. Pacific Command interactions with armed forces of 14 of the 43
nations in the region are restricted in some form. Some of these restrictions are in
the U.S. interest. Others, I question. I encourage the close review of restrictions to
ensure we have drawn the lines at the right places. The objective is to build rela-
tionships and influence for the long term as we exact penalties in the short term.

Foreign Military Officer Education (FMOE). One area where I would recommend
eliminating restrictions is in foreign military officer education. The experience of
American officers who have attended foreign military colleges provides an unparal-
leled understanding of how foreign armed forces see their role and approach oper-
ations. Similarly, foreign officers who attend American military colleges develop an
understanding of the value of professional armed forces, removed from politics and
subordinate to civilian government authority. They come to appreciate that reliance
on force to resolve internal disputes, rather than political accommodation and eco-
nomic development, stokes the fires of rebellion and drives away investments need-
ed for national growth. They also acquire a deeper appreciation of America’s interest
in maintaining international security so all may prosper. The contacts they develop
with Americans and officers from their region establish a network for dialogue and
lf)ecome particularly valuable as they assume leadership roles within their armed
orces.

International Military Education and Training (IMET). We should also examine
restrictions on many aspects of our IMET program. Education is a long-term invest-
ment and the IMET program, a main source of funding for FMOE, is our primary
tool in this effort. I believe unrestricted IMET programs are fundamentally in the
national interest. Some say military education is a reward for countries that behave
according to international standards. On the contrary, military education is a valu-
able tool we use to gain influence with foreign militaries. Military training—teach-
ing tactical skills and equipment maintenance—should be carefully tailored and con-
trolled. However, military education—study at command and staff colleges—intro-
duces the ideals of democracy, civilian control of the military, and respect for human
rights, and should be available to all. Many reform-minded, pro-U.S. military lead-
ers in the Asia-Pacific region today are IMET graduates who strongly advocate a
continued U.S. presence and engagement in Asia.

IMET is a modest, long-term investment to help build a secure, peacefully devel-
oping Asia-Pacific region. Following a declining trend, with your help U.S. Pacific
Command’s funding for IMET is now on the right path. In fiscal year 2000 we re-
ceived $6.659 million for 17 countries, and in fiscal year 2001 our budget is about
$7.2 million for 19 countries. Further increases would yield real benefits to U.S. se-
curity.

UN Conuvention on the Law of the Sea. U.S. ratification of the UN Convention on
the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) is another action that would enhance regional secu-
rity cooperation. Many Asia-Pacific countries assert excessive maritime claims that
challenge navigation rights. Over the past few years, parties disputing territory in
the South China Sea have shifted their approach from occupying reefs to negotiating
over a Code of Conduct. In this and other disputes, the U.S. position is that agree-
ments should be in accordance with UNCLOS. Ratification will strengthen our hand
in demanding compliance with UNCLOS requirements and in countering excessive
maritime claims.

Summary. We have continued to make significant progress this year in better
structuring our engagement programs in the Asia-Pacific region to advance U.S. in-
terests. Through continued emphasis on education, dialogue, standard procedures,
staff training, improved communications, exercises and coordination on matters of
common interest, we will continue to expand the set of nations in the Asia-Pacific
region that share dependable expectations of peaceful change. We will enhance re-
gional cooperation and access of U.S. forces to facilities in the region, strengthen al-
liances and security partnerships, and deter aggression.

(3) Transformation

Transformation involves changes in operational concepts and organizational
schemes that take advantage of technology to provide decisive advantages in war-
fare. The Armed Forces of the United States are committed to leading that change
in the 21st century. At U.S. Pacific Command, our transformation strategy is based
on two parallel initiatives—technology insertion efforts such as the Advanced Con-
cept Technology Demonstration (ACTD) program run out of OSD and the Joint Ex-
perimentation program that is led by U.S. Joint Forces Command.

Since I last spoke with you, U.S. Pacific Command has been rewarded for its ag-
gressive pursuit of ACTDs with 3 fiscal year 2001 new start ACTDs and a fourth
ACTD-like project, bringing the total number of ACTDs we are involved in today
to 13.
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The Tactical Missile Systems-Penetrator ACTD will provide a penetrator weapon
designed to deal with specific high threat targets in Korea within 3 years. The Coa-
lition Theater Logistics ACTD will provide vital logistics command and control capa-
bilities for coalition forces operating in campaigns similar to that in East Timor. The
Hunter Standoff Killer Team ACTD will provide vital joint C4I capabilities to en-
gage time critical targets and massed armor. The Coalition Rear Area Security Op-
erations Command and Control (CRASOC?) is an ACTD-like project in that it will
have streamlined management and early operator involvement. CRASOC? will de-
velop force protection C4I capabilities to improve coordination between U.S. security
forces and host nation police and military agencies for improved protection of our
forces stationed overseas.

The Advanced Concept Technology Demonstration program is serving U.S. Pacific
Command well. We need such programs designed to get advanced technology rapidly
into the field for evaluation and experimentation.

The pace of joint experimentation in the U.S. Pacific Command has increased
since I last testified before you. Over the past year, U.S. Pacific Command has sup-
ported U.S. Joint Forces Command in the Unified Vision and Millennium Challenge
series of experiments and planning conferences. We participated in Joint Warrior
Interoperability Demonstration (JWID) 2000 as a primary demonstration site and
the Combined Task Force Commander’s headquarters in the Pacific Scenario. We
have agreed to team, as host CINC, with the Joint Staff and U.S. Marine Corps in
the execution of JWID 20022003 and have already stepped forward to influence the
C4ISR interoperability challenges that will be addressed. We continue efforts to de-
velop joint interoperability at the tactical level through the Expanding the Littoral
Battlespace (ELB) ACTD. With the support of U.S. Joint Forces Command and the
Services, we have made significant progress in developing the Joint Mission Force
(JMF) concept into a capability.

A Joint Mission Force is a seamless Joint/Combined Pacific Theater response force
capable of accomplishing the full spectrum of missions from a complex contingency
through humanitarian assistance and of serving as the leading edge of a major war.
This force will execute operations more effectively, rapidly, and efficiently than we
can today. This transformation effort has moved from its infancy into wargames and
exercises that enhance our ability to rapidly form and deploy a Joint Task Force.
We have identified the top 10 challenges to more effective Joint Task Force oper-
ations and have made significant progress in developing procedures to address
them. We also have incorporated JMF and other mature experimentation into our
exercise program.

We have concentrated our efforts over the past year on the improvements we need
to establish a relevant, common operational picture and communicate tasking and
information among the headquarters of components of a Joint Task Force. Our JMF
Command and Control exercise program, or C2X, is identifying clear requirements
to enable a JTF and assess where specific deficiencies exist, with the intent of fixing
deficiencies by 2003. We are receiving strong support from the Services in rectifying
these deficiencies that are basic to our joint warfighting capability. The greatest
gains in warfighting capability that we will see over the coming decade will come
from our ability to eliminate seams in the battlespace and let all units assigned to
a Joint Task Force exploit their full potential. We have received significant financial
and staff support from U.S. Joint Forces Command in taking the JMF concept from
its infancy to a near-term capability. By including our allies and close security part-
ners in our wargames, we ensure that our JMF efforts are in harmony with our
other efforts to improve regional readiness for combined operations.

Australia, Japan, Korea, and Singapore all have the technological resources to
work with the United States in developing advanced warfare capabilities. We share
information on our efforts with these countries, and work together to improve coali-
tion interoperability at the high end of military technology.

Some have expressed concerns that by strengthening coalition capabilities and
working with potential adversaries on skills required for peacekeeping operations
and complex contingencies, we are jeopardizing our warfighting edge. The reverse
is true. We are continuing to widen the gap in warfighting capabilities between the
United States, its allies and partners, and potential adversaries. As we experiment,
we improve our readiness, enhance regional cooperation, and transform our forces
to meet the challenges of the 21st century.

Indeed, U.S. Pacific Command’s priorities of readiness, regional engagement, and
transformation are not wholly distinct activities. Let me try to bring this idea alive
by describing a visionary Western Pacific deployment of a carrier battle group
(CVBG) on its way to the Arabian Gulf.

During workups, the battle group acts as the Navy component of a joint task force
under a realistic exercise scenario. The battle group maintains a common operating
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picture with a JTF commander’s headquarters and subordinate Service components.
During that time, it experiments with a new C% system being developed by the
Army—for example a new version of the Coalition Wide Area Network—holding
common operational picture checks with brigade headquarters in Australia, Singa-
pore, and the Philippines.

— As the battle group approaches Japan, it forms a two-carrier task force,
and conducts an area access exercise involving Japanese and ROK forces
in both coalition and opposition force roles. The battle group joins the Japa-
nese Global Command and Control System (GCCS).

— It then integrates into the Korean area air defense and conducts ex-
periments integrating joint and combined fires, including live ordnance fire
on ranges.

— The task force then transits from Korea down to the South China Sea.
— It exercises operational deception, employing information from national
technical means to evaluate effectiveness.

— It conducts Antisubmarine Warfare (ASW) exercises, working the
seams between CVBG and area ASW in littoral regions, developing new
concepts and establishing C4SIR requirements.

— It exercises area air and missile defense with an Air Force component
out of Okinawa and Guam, working Air Tasking Order improvements and
experiments with information operations, and routinely operating with
Global Hawk to hone new joint concepts.

— The transit culminates with a dissimilar air engagement exercise with
Singapore and port calls in South East Asia. During the port calls, battle
group officers hold seminars with counterparts in host countries to improve
coalition interoperability at the tactical level.

All of this could be done in 10-14 days. What would we have accomplished?

— Increased readiness of all forces involved, to respond to contingencies;
— Conducted regional engagement that both reassured allies, and de-
terred those who would use aggression to impose their will;

— Made progress in transforming the way we operate, both to take advan-
tage of emerging technology and to address emerging challenges.

This vignette illustrates that readiness, regional engagement, and the trans-
formation of our Armed Forces are not distinct efforts, accomplished by separate or-
ganizations at separate times. We do them together, with operational units. If we
experiment and adapt, we are increasing our readiness, while we make the evolu-
tionary changes in technology and concepts which will lead to the transformation
of warfighting. If we do them with our allies and security partners, we have the
most effective kind of military engagement.

Transforming our Armed Forces to maintain their leading edge and interoper-
ability with coalition partners is essential to protecting American security interests
in the 21st century. Several members of Congress have been active in pushing us
to pursue this program, and we need your continued support and leadership.

(4) Resources

The U.S. Pacific Command’s ability to execute its strategy rests on its ability to
command ready, forward-deployed and forward-stationed forces, to move them
where they need to be in the theater, and to reinforce them in the event of a major
war. Ultimately this depends on the resources Congress and the American tax-
payers provide us. In this section, I will discuss resources in several key areas that
are important to the Pacific Command’s strategy.

Command, Control, Communications, and Computer Systems (C%) Capabilities

Information technology is changing every aspect of warfare in an evolutionary
way and warfare as a whole in a revolutionary way. From my perspective, C* sup-
port fits into three main categories: (1) an end-to-end infrastructure; (2) the capabil-
ity to integrate and process data into usable information and make it available
when needed; and (3) the protection of information.

First, the end-to-end enterprise enhances the ability to command and control
forces and consists of a space segment, a downlink capability, and the ground seg-
ment.

The U.S. Pacific Command’s vast area of operations, covering 52 percent of the
earth’s surface, requires forces to rely heavily on strategic satellite communications
(SATCOM). Since my testimony to you last year, we’'ve made great strides in many
of the SATCOM programs. For example, we accelerated the Advanced Extremely
High Frequency program to compensate for a Milstar launch failure; agreed to
launch a third Wideband Gapfiller System satellite to complete global coverage as
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the Defense Satellite Communications System constellation replacement; and sched-
uled the launches of the three Milstar satellites. The challenge is to keep these criti-
cal satellite programs on track.

As T also stated last year, my Joint Task Force commanders and deployed units
must have access to the strategic defense information infrastructure, the Global In-
formation Grid, or GIG. This capability is critical to providing them with vital com-
mand, control, and intelligence information. I strongly supported the DOD Teleport
program, as did many of my fellow CINCs, and I am now satisfied that this program
is on course.

Advances in the space segment and downlink capability provide little value if we
cannot push the information out to the user. The base, post, camp, and station in-
frastructures must keep pace. Since we still have antiquated cable plants, network
wiring, and end-user equipment, we must attack this ground infrastructure as ag-
gressively as we have the space segment. The recent decision that injected signifi-
cant funding into the U.S. Army’s European and Pacific theaters is a tremendous
boost in our fight to keep pace with technology, and I applaud your and OSD’s ef-
forts in directing that funding to us. However, requirements go beyond the U.S.
Army. The U.S. Air Force, Navy, and Marine Corps are also encountering the same
problems and require much-needed funding support if we are to modernize entire
theaters. While single-Service efforts significantly help in the modernization battle,
we realize maximum payoffs when we collectively raise all Services to the same ca-
pability level.

Not to be overlooked in the end-to-end infrastructure is the frequency spectrum.
We must proceed cautiously with the sell-off of DOD frequencies since that loss di-
rectly translates into potential operational risks. Once we sell them, they are forever
unavailable for military use.

The second C# category involves converting data into useful information that will
optimize synchronous planning and execution, and improve decision support. At the
heart of this requirement is interoperability and accessibility. Interoperability al-
lows all parties to share the same capabilities and information, while accessibility
allows them to get the information they require when and where they need it.

The Global Command and Control System (GCCS) is the backbone of the joint and
combined command and control capability. Yet, Service variants of GCCS are not
fully interoperable with the joint version. For example, the GCCS Integrated Im-
agery and Intelligence application being developed for the joint version of GCCS is
falling behind, while the Services continue to modernize their individual intelligence
applications. To fix this, we must mandate new C* systems be joint ‘from cradle to
grave.’

There are also GCCS incompatibilities in combined operations; for example,
GCCS-Joint and GCCS-Korea. These two systems share some common operational
picture data, but do not share information via files, e-mail, and other web service
tools. Obstacles to combined interoperability lie in information release restrictions.
Our allies understandably restrict release of their classified information. Likewise,
we want to control release of U.S. classified information. To achieve effective com-
bined interoperability, we must develop much more capable security procedures and
sophisticated tools to allow information exchange while protecting our national and
allied data.

Technology is changing the way the warfighter prepares, trains, and executes the
mission. We must develop a mindset promoting innovation and technology insertion.
It is through continued support of Advanced Concept Technology Demonstrations,
experimentation programs, and exercises with our coalition partners, that we find
ways to improve interoperability and enhance capabilities. We must put more em-
phasis on acquisition by adaptation, put proven prototypes into a joint field environ-
ment, and mature them through a tight spiral development cycle. Information is
power, and a fully interoperable atmosphere allows us to collaborate with coalition
partners, share operational pictures, increase the speed of command, and ulti-
mately, win the day.

Obviously, sharing information among Services, sub-unified commands, and coali-
tion partners is a complex security challenge. That leads me to the third category,
information assurance (IA). How do we provide access to, and share information
with, Asia-Pacific countries while protecting U.S. and coalition-sensitive data from
potential adversaries?

To improve IA in the U.S. Pacific Command, we are taking several measures. We
are evaluating the Automated Intrusion Detection Environment. Our Theater C4ISR
Coordination Center is building a theater IA common operational picture (COP)
(similar to the COP we use in the command and control arena) and tracking intru-
sion attempts and methods. We also are working closely with the Defense Informa-



95

tion Systems Agency on an improved configuration that will provide full coverage
of external connections to our Pacific networks.

Yes, we can improve IA in the theater; however, to do so requires a heavy invest-
ment in people and additional hardware. The payback is not always as easily rec-
ognizable as with the production of new airplanes, ships, or tanks. You cannot touch
and feel information protection, but a loss of critical or time-sensitive information
or a denial of service can be far more detrimental to national security than a single
weapon system. I request your continued support as we implement IA into our daily
operations.

As you can see, C* is a major concern in the Pacific and my top resource priority.
While we have made great strides recently in addressing satellite communications
shortfalls, we still have a long way to go. We must now focus on modernizing the
ground infrastructures and ensuring the protection of our networks and the infor-
mation that traverses them.

Intelligence

Intelligence is essential to monitor potential adversary developments and prepara-
tions so that we can train our forces for the threats that they face and move them
into position in a timely fashion. Shortages of airborne intelligence, surveillance,
and reconnaissance (ISR) assets—U-2s, RC-135s, EP-3s, significantly impact
USPACOM'’s readiness ratings. These shortfalls diminish our situational awareness,
early indications and warning (I&W), and deep knowledge of the capabilities, plans,
and intentions of key theaters in our area of responsibility. Although Joint Staff-
planned allocation of airborne reconnaissance assets is adequate for routine oper-
ations in the Pacific Theater, we do not have the surge capability to monitor crises
or cyclical increases of potential adversary activities. Other chronic shortfalls in
high priority intelligence include linguists, tactical signals intelligence (SIGINT)
systems, intelligence specialists, and intelligence interoperability.

The core of intelligence analysis and dissemination in the theater is the Joint In-
telligence Center Pacific (JICPAC), located near Pearl Harbor. JICPAC’s operational
efficiency and impact suffers because almost 100 JICPAC personnel must work in
a revamped hangar at Hickam AFB, due to space limitations in the main JICPAC
facility. These split-based operations cost almost $300,000 per year for the separate
facility, as well as lost time and efficiency. In addition, JICPAC’s building, in a vul-
nerable location near a major highway, presents a serious force protection issue. At
the same time, the Kunia Regional SIGINT Operations Center (RSOC) occupies an
aging facility, built in 1945, renovated for cryptologic operations in 1979, and then
updated throughout the last 20 years. Collocating the RSOC with the new JICPAC
facility on an intelligence “campus” would improve intelligence exchange, analytical
dialogue, and efficiencies in infrastructure.

Advances in global telecommunications technology continue to place enormous
pressure on the need to modernize both national and tactical cryptologic capabilities.
USPACOM supports the National Security Agency/Central Security Service’s (NSA/
CSS’s) strategic transformation actions and changes undertaken in the last year.
NSA must transform to address the global net, but warfighters’ knowledge of adver-
sary battlefield communications will also continue to be a high USPACOM priority.
NSA must be funded to continue modernizing tactical SIGINT collection capabilities,
operations of the RSOC and accompanying land-based collection architecture, ad-
dressing ELINT collection shortfalls, and operations of the Information Operations
Technology Center (I0TC).

Specifically, NSA needs more capable, joint tactical cryptologic systems. Rapid ad-
vances in widely available communication technology have rendered obsolete much
of the current inventory of tactical cryptologic systems. At the same time, the Serv-
ices’ R&D funding has declined. NSA and the Services must continue to aggressively
pursue standards and common architectures, such as the Joint Tactical SIGINT Ar-
chitecture.

Increased HUMINT capabilities are critical to support collection against strategic
and operational requirements in the Pacific. Improvements are needed to enhance
collection against key USPACOM indications and warning requirements and hard-
target organizations and countries. Continuing investment in theater-based
HUMINT resources, specifically computers and communications capabilities, is es-
sential to improve collection against hard targets. Any further Defense HUMINT
Service (DHS) reductions will adversely impact USPACOM-based U.S. Defense
Attaché Offices (USDAOs), field operating bases, and DHS support to key
USPACOM collection requirements and contingency operations. The USDAO sys-
tem, in particular, already is experiencing serious resource constraints in the
USPACOM AOR.
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The Nation’s future imagery and geo-spatial architecture will deliver unmatched
capability, including enhanced imagery collection provided by unmanned aerial vehi-
cles and the future imagery architecture. However, USPACOM warfighters will not
reap the full benefits of this capability without full tasking, processing, exploitation,
and dissemination (TPED) investment. A robust TPED architecture is essential to
ensure that dynamically tasked national, airborne, and commercial imagery and
geo-spatial products connect the sensors to the analysts and, ultimately, to the tac-
tical consumers. Services and agencies must institutionalize the need to properly
program resources that incorporate TPED capabilities. Progress is occurring and
CINC interests are being addressed. However, we will work to identify outyear
funds to meet substantial portions of Senior Warfighting Forum priority require-
ments. Specifically, the Services must work with National Imagery and Mapping
Agency to fund the capabilities needed to make Joint Vision 2010/2020 a reality.
These include required technical enhancements to theater digital infrastructure, ad-
vanced analytical exploitation tools, and improved imagery analyst training (espe-
cially for advanced sensor products).

Asian linguist deficiencies are acute and a documented USPACOM readiness con-
cern. Despite additional student slots at the Defense Language Institute, there are
recurring and persistent shortages of Asian linguists to meet Operation Plan
(OPLAN) and Contingency Plan (CONPLAN) requirements. Also, resources for low-
density linguists in support of probable Noncombatant Evacuation Operations
(NEO) continue to be problematic. Service recruiting and retention shortfalls, cou-
pled with the inherent difficulty of Asian languages and the longer training periods
required, aggravate these deficiencies.

Mobility Infrastructure and Strategic Lift

With congressional and Service support, we have made solid progress in correct-
ing deficiencies in our mobility infrastructure. A total of 15 MILCON projects are
either in work or programmed through fiscal year 2004. We will apply supplemental
MILCON funding for fiscal year 2001 to critical en route and currently unfunded
infrastructure projects, such as those at Wake Island.

We support the fiscal year 2001 MILCON language that would restore MILCON
contingency funding. While we are making headway with some near-term MILCON
projects, sustained funding is still required. The continued appropriation of re-
sources is absolutely essential to maintain an upward trend and complete the nec-
essary repairs of our aging mobility infrastructure.

In addition to a well-maintained mobility infrastructure, contingency throughput
in our theater largely depends on strategic lift. As identified in the recently released
Mobility Requirements Study 2005 (MRS-05), there are “areas where improvements
are needed in mobility programs. . . An airlift fleet of 49.7 million-ton-miles per
day, (the previous established level), is not adequate to meet the full range of re-
quirements.” I fully support the MRS—-05 recommendation that “DOD should de-
velop a program to provide [additional] airlift capacity.”

Army Prepositioned Stocks (APS—4)

A key logistics and sustainment shortfall remains in Army Prepositioned Stocks
(APS—4) in Korea. Sustainment shortfalls limit ability to reconstitute the force and
sustain missions, resulting in increased risk. Major end item shortages include
M1A1/A2 tanks, MLRS, HEMTT fuelers, and some chemical defense equipment.
Equipment shortages currently total about $450 million. Lack of repair parts and
major assemblies within the APS—4 sustainment stockpile will directly impact the
ability to return battle-damaged equipment to the fight. The Army’s current plans
are to cascade additional equipment into the APS—4 sustainment stocks over the
next couple of years, thus reducing this shortfall.

Infrastructure in Japan and Korea

The Host Nation-Funded Construction (HNFC) programs in Japan and Korea pro-
vide almost $1 billion annually in new construction to support U.S. Forces. How-
ever, the United States must fund the initial project planning and design (P&D) ef-
fort. For fiscal year 2001, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers allocated $20.5 million
for the HNFC program. This is a return on investment of 46:1. Continued congres-
sional support for the planning and design funding is critical.

One provision of the latest Special Measures Agreement is that Japanese Facili-
ties Improvement Program (JFIP) funds can no longer be used for “revenue produc-
ing” projects. Examples of projects disallowed in the fiscal year 2001 program were
Army and Air Force Exchange Service warehouses, exchanges, commissaries, and
gymnasiums. The effect of this provision is that additional MILCON funding will
be required for the Services, Defense Logistics Agency, Army and Air Force Ex-
change Service, Navy Exchange, Defense Commissary Agency, and DOD schools to
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support quality of life initiatives for our servicemembers in Japan. We will need
strong congressional support for these MILCON projects when programmed. There
has not been a MILCON project completed in Japan since 1989.

New Headquarters Building

I would like to offer my thanks again for your support for the new U.S. Pacific
Command Headquarters building. We held the groundbreaking ceremony in Feb-
ruary and are on track to provide a facility designed to support the 21st century.

Security Assistance

Security assistance funding in the Pacific theater is an important component of
my theater engagement strategy.

Foreign Military Financing (FMF). For fiscal year 2001, two U.S. Pacific Com-
mand countries will each receive about $2 million in FMF: Mongolia, to increase its
border security capabilities; and the Philippines, for critical aircraft and patrol boat
spare parts. State Department has allocated FMF for East Timor, as those funds
meet legislative requirements.

Enhanced International Peacekeeping Capabilities (EIPC). The Asia-Pacific region
needs better capabilities to respond collectively when the United Nations or the na-
tions of the region determine that an international response is required. Approxi-
mately $2.2 million in fiscal year 2001 EIPC funds have been requested for five Pa-
cific Command countries, to either enhance existing or establish new peacekeeping
operation (PKO) training centers. These well-spent dollars are helping our neighbors
share the PKO burden around the world.

Nonproliferation, Antiterrorism, Demining, and Related Program (NADR), and
Overseas Humanitarian Disaster and Civic Aid (OHDACA). NADR funding has
helped the Philippines improve its ability to deal with terrorists, and, in combina-
tion with DOD OHDACA money, has done much to reduce the threat of unexploded
ordnance in Thailand, Cambodia, Laos, and Vietnam. Anticipated fiscal year 2001
funding will expand demining operations in those countries.

These security assistance programs, along with IMET, are crucial to our contin-
ued engagement in the Asia-Pacific region, and I request your continued support in
their funding.

Center of Excellence in Disaster Management and Humanitarian Assistance (COE)

Since its beginning in 1994, the Center of Excellence in Disaster Management and
Humanitarian Assistance has bridged the gap between civil and military activities
related to humanitarian emergencies. Historically an annual increase to DOD ap-
propriations has funded the COE. Collaborating the resources and strengths of gov-
ernmental and non-governmental organizations, the Center of Excellence has par-
ticipated in relief efforts following floods in Vietnam and Venezuela, earthquakes in
Turkey and Taiwan, and population displacement in Kosovo and East Timor. The
Center’s approach to response, education and training, research, and consulting for
disaster relief has become the model for successful interaction between the military
and private humanitarian organizations.

CONCLUSION

In summary, Asia-Pacific issues are growing in importance on the American secu-
rity agenda. Our people are the foundation for everything that we do, and providing
professionally rewarding service must be our first concern. Next must be our strat-
egy, and ensuring that we have the capability to sustain our forward basing, sup-
port increasingly information-rich operations, and the mobility to move our forces
across this vast theater and across the globe. The coming year will continue to
present challenges for the United States in the Asia-Pacific region. We neglect de-
velopments in the region at our peril, but with sustained attention we can help
build a region which will support American interests over the long term.

APPENDIX A

Asia-Pacific Center for Security Studies

The Asia-Pacific Center for Security Studies (APCSS) is a regional studies, con-
ference, and research center in Honolulu. Established in September 1995 as a pre-
ventive defense and confidence-building measure, its mission is to enhance coopera-
tion and build relationships through mutual understanding and study of comprehen-
sive security issues among military and civilian representatives of the United States
and other Asia-Pacific nations. The cornerstone of the Center’s program is the Col-
lege of Security Studies, which provides a forum where future military and govern-
ment civilian leaders from the region can explore pressing security issues at the na-
tional policy level within a multilateral setting of mutual respect and transparency
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to build trust and encourage openness. Central to the College’s effectiveness are the
relationships forged between participants that bridge cultures and nationalities.
Full and unobstructed participation by all nations in the region, to include such
countries as Indonesia and Cambodia, is essential to achieving this. Complementing
the College is a robust conference and seminar program that brings together current
leaders from the region to examine topical regional security concerns, including
peacekeeping, arms proliferation and the role of nuclear weapons in the region, and
energy and water security.

The Center directly serves to further our regional engagement goals in several
ways. First, it serves as a resource for identifying and communicating emerging re-
gional security issues, within the constraints of non-attribution. Second, the Center
functions as an extremely effective “unofficial” engagement tool to continue critical
dialog in cases where official mil-to-mil relations are curtailed. Recent conferences
and regional travel involving contact with, or participation by, prominent represent-
atives from China highlight this role. Additionally, the Center frequently coordi-
nates or hosts conferences addressing topical issues of interest to the U.S. Pacific
Command or the region. Finally, the Center serves as a forum for articulating U.S.
defense policy to representatives from the region. Authorization to waive certain ex-
penses as an incentive for participation, and expanded authority to accept domestic
a}rlld Cforeign donations to help defray costs are crucial to the continued success of
the Center.

Chairman WARNER. Now, General Pace.

STATEMENT OF GEN. PETER PACE, USMC, COMMANDER IN
CHIEF, UNITED STATES SOUTHERN COMMAND

General PACE. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, it is
really an honor to have this opportunity to appear before you this
morning, and thank you very much for that.

I would like to reserve most of the time available to answer your
questions so we can get to the meat of what you want to know
about, sir.

I would like to mention two things up front.

First is to thank you, sir, and the very strong bipartisan support
of this committee that has enabled your Armed Forces to be as
strong as we are to do what we do. Visits such as that led by Sen-
ator Levin and the members of his delegation and Senator McCain
and the members of his delegation are very tangible evidence of the
concern and leadership of our Congress and this Senate and this
committee, and we very much appreciate that.

Second, sir, it is my great honor for the last 6 months to be the
Commander in Chief of the U.S. Southern Command. The soldiers,
sailors, airmen, marines, and coastguardsmen with whom I serve
are absolutely first class, sir. They are wonderful young men and
women. It is a distinct honor to serve with them. I would just like
to highlight before this committee, sir, that your Armed Forces in
this Nation are extremely well-served by the young folks who vol-
unteer today.

With that, sir, I would like to answer your questions.

[The prepared statement of General Pace follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY GEN. PETER PACE, USMC
INTRODUCTION

Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the committee, thank you for this
opportunity to present my assessment of security in Latin America and the Carib-
bean. I would also like to thank the Members of Congress and particularly this com-
mittee for your outstanding support to the United States Southern Command
(USSOUTHCOM). I appreciate your interest in USSOUTHCOM’s area of respon-
sibility (AOR) and the support you have consistently provided to our mission with
partner nations in this theater.
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Since assuming command of USSOUTHCOM 6 months ago, I have traveled to 21
of the 32 countries and 3 of the 14 separate territories in my assigned AOR, visiting
many of the Andean Ridge nations several times. I have met key military and civil-
ian leaders in the region, and I have worked to ensure Southern Command’s plans
and initiatives are well-coordinated with the Joint Staff, the Office of the Secretary
of Defense, and other U.S. government agencies. My visits to our neighboring na-
tions have provided important insights to the region and its leaders, as well as to
specific challenges and opportunities.

In this statement, I will provide the committee our strategic assessment of the
AOR, highlighting the most serious transnational threats that challenge the growth
of democracy in several countries. Next, I will detail our progress in resetting the
theater architecture in the post-Panama era, followed by an overview of our engage-
ment efforts and most important requirements. I will conclude by presenting my pri-
orities for the way ahead.

STRATEGIC ASSESSMENT

U.S. Southern Command’s AOR includes all of Central and South America, the
Caribbean, and surrounding waters, totaling more than 15.6 million square miles.
The AOR is divided into four sub-regions: the Caribbean, Central America, Andean
Ridge, and the Southern Cone. Total population in the AOR exceeds 404 million peo-
ple. Twenty-five languages are spoken, and the people practice 10 different religions.
The theater is a diverse region, rich in natural resources with largely untapped in-
dustrial potential. Today, the per capita Gross Domestic Product (GDP) ranges from
a low of about $1,300 to a high of $25,000.

The United States has strong economic, cultural, and security ties to Latin Amer-
ica and the Caribbean. More than 39 percent of our trade is conducted within the
Western Hemisphere. Furthermore, 49 cents out of every dollar spent in Latin
America is spent on imported goods and services from the U.S. Latin America and
the Caribbean supply more oil to the U.S. than all Middle East countries combined.
In addition to our strong economic ties, we share an increasingly strong cultural
bond. Today, one of every eight Americans is of Hispanic origin, and that ratio is
projected to increase to one in four by 2050.

Except for Cuba, all nations in the USSOUTHCOM AOR have some form of demo-
cratically elected government and free market economy. During the past 20 years,
we have seen a positive trend as nations adopted democratic principles and institu-
tions, subordinated their military to civilian leadership, instituted the rule of law,
and promoted respect for human rights. However, democracies have not matured or
flourished equally in the region. Some countries are struggling to complete the full
transition to democratic rule. In other countries, democracy itself is at risk as failing
economies, deteriorating security, and endemic corruption undermine institutions
and public support.

Although several age-old border disputes still provide ample opportunity for dis-
agreement between neighbors, this region does not have an arms race or a “shoot-
ing” war between nations. In fact, the region spends less per capita on arms than
any area of the world. Today, democracies in this AOR generally maintain open and
amicable relations with each other and reject armed conflict between nations.

THREATS

The greatest threats to democracy, regional stability, and prosperity in Latin
America and the Caribbean are illegal migration, arms trafficking, crime and cor-
ruption, and illegal drug trafficking. Collectively, these transnational threats desta-
bilize fragile democracies by corrupting public institutions, promoting criminal activ-
ity, undermining legitimate economies, and disrupting social order.

Illegal Migration. Illegal migration is a potential problem in our AOR. The ongo-
ing violence in Colombia associated with fighting between illegally armed groups is
expected to displace Colombian refugees across the international borders of neigh-
boring nations. Panama and Venezuela have already reported displaced Colombian
refugees inside their sovereign territory. Several countries that share porous borders
with Colombia will remain vulnerable to illegal migration and incursions by armed
insurgents and paramilitaries, resulting in political and social instability.

Arms Trafficking. The illegal trafficking of arms poses a serious threat to the
national security of several nations. In our AOR, the breakup of the drug cartels
in the early 1990s resulted in smaller, more adaptable drug trafficking organiza-
tions (DTOs) that have formed a symbiotic relationship with the insurgents and
paramilitaries. These illegal and violent groups receive significant financial support
from the DTOs, which they use to procure weapons. The insurgents can afford any-



100

thing available on the international arms market, possibly including man-portable
air defense weapons systems (the possession of which we cannot confirm).

Crime and Corruption. Local and international criminal organizations are an
increasing threat to the security and stability of the region. Many nations in the
AOR lack the organization and resources to effectively counter criminal activity
within their borders. In some areas, criminal organizations are so pervasive that the
governments cannot effectively protect their citizens.

Although money laundering, kidnapping, extortion, and bribery of government of-
ficials are common criminal activities within many Latin American and Caribbean
countries, the impact is regional, as evidenced by the recent kidnapping of oil work-
ers in Ecuador. In calendar year 2000, Colombia reported more than 3,000
kidnappings. Although criminal activity in the Caribbean has typically been less vio-
lent and characterized as local, we are seeing a proliferation of street gangs.

Drug Trafficking. The illicit drug industry is a corrosive force that threatens the
stability and rule of law in the Andean Region. Partner nation governments realize
the importance of working together to develop regional approaches to counter the
production and trafficking of illegal drugs. However, effective and sustainable
counterdrug operations are beyond the capabilities of our partner nations’ thinly
stretched security forces. U.S. counterdrug assistance to security forces will help Co-
lombia and other nations in the region develop more effective counterdrug capabili-
ties while enhancing United States Government support to partner nation interdic-
tion efforts.

Drug trafficking organizations have shown considerable skill in adjusting their op-
erations in response to our counterdrug efforts. These small but efficient organiza-
tions will change the place of production, transport routes, points of transshipment,
and markets when eradication or interdiction programs achieve success. Many
DTOs provide financial support to the insurgents and illegal self-defense groups to
secure protection from counterdrug operations conducted by the Colombia National
Police (CNP) and Colombian Military (COLMIL).

We are encouraged by the success of cocaine eradication programs in Peru and
Bolivia and by the initial results of Phase I of Plan Colombia. Unfortunately, reduc-
tions in Peru’s and Bolivia’s cultivation appear to have been offset by Colombia’s
increased coca cultivation in calendar year 2000. However, further assessment is re-
quired to determine the full impact of the intensive aerial eradication effort recently
conducted by the Government of Colombia in the Putumayo Department.

The illicit drug industry is also a growing threat to the U.S. homeland. According
to the most recent interagency assessment, law enforcement and security forces de-
tected 645 MT of cocaine hydrochloride (HCl) moving toward the United States from
the source zone during 2000. The assessment also reports that 128 MT were inter-
dicted, leaving the possibility that an estimated 517 MT were available for domestic
consumption. According to the Office of the National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP),
nearly 17,000 Americans lost their lives last year to drug overdoses and drug relat-
ed violence. In addition to this tragic loss of life, the direct and indirect costs of ille-
gal drug use to the U.S. taxpayer exceeded $110 billion.

THEATER ARCHITECTURE

The United States Southern Command, located in Miami but based in Panama
until 1997, is responsible for planning, coordinating, and conducting all U.S. mili-
tary activities in our AOR. We promote democracy and stability by working coopera-
tively with host nation security forces, responding to crises or contingencies such as
the recent earthquakes in El Salvador, and supporting partner nation security
forces and U.S. law enforcement agencies (LEAs) in reducing the flow of illegal
drugs into the United States. To accomplish our mission, we have established the
post-Panama theater architecture that includes our headquarters in Miami and
component headquarters forward deployed in Puerto Rico.

Puerto Rico has replaced Panama for forward basing headquarters in the region.
United States Army South (USARSO) has completed its relocation to Fort Bu-
chanan, where it draws heavily on the Puerto Rican Army and Air Force National
Guardsmen and Reservists to accomplish its assigned missions. United States Navy
South (USNAVSO) was activated last year and is collocated with Special Operations
Command South (USSOCSO) at Naval Station Roosevelt Roads.

To compensate for the loss of the 8,500 ft. runway at Howard Air Force Base, the
United States Government (USG) negotiated long-term agreements for the use of
forward operating locations (FOLs) at Aruba-Curacao in the Netherland Antilles,
Manta in Ecuador, and Comalapa in El Salvador. These locations provide us the ca-
pability to conduct sustained CD operations throughout the source and transit
zones. U.S. detection, monitoring, and tracking (DM&T) operations from the FOLs
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improve our support to partner nation interdiction efforts. Thanks to the support
of the U.S. Congress, funding has been provided for necessary operational and safe-
ty improvements for Manta and Aruba-Curacao and for construction design at
Comalapa.

The Aruba-Curacao FOL provides effective, rapid response DM&T operations in
the northern source zone, which includes the Guajira Peninsula of Colombia and the
Venezuelan border region, as well as a large part of the transit zone. The formal
10-year access agreement with the Kingdom of the Netherlands was signed on
March 2, 2000, but awaits final parliamentary debates and ratification.

The FOL at Manta extends our Airborne Early Warning aircraft coverage deep
into the source zone. It is the only FOL from which aircraft can reach all of Peru,
Colombia, and the drug producing areas of Bolivia. In January 2001, the Ecuadorian
Constitutional Court issued the favorable ruling that the November 1999 access
agreement complies with the country’s constitution. Construction at the Manta FOL
is on schedule. We will begin operating AWACS aircraft from Manta in October of
this year and all construction will be completed by June 2002.

The Government of El Salvador offered the use of the Comalapa International Air-
port as an FOL for U.S. aircraft in Central America. Excellent relations between
the U.S. and El Salvador, strengthened by years of solid military-to-military contact,
helped produce favorable negotiations on the FOL agreement. This FOL extends the
reach of our DM&T aircraft into the Eastern Pacific, Western Caribbean, and all
of Central America.

In addition to our headquarters in Miami and three component headquarters in
Puerto Rico, USSOUTHCOM has permanently assigned headquarters in the follow-
ing locations: our Air Force Component (United States Air Force South) at Davis-
Monthan Air Force Base in Arizona; our Marine Corps Component (United States
Marine Corps Forces South) in Miami, Florida; Joint Interagency Task Force East
(JTIATF-E) in Key West, Florida, which plans, coordinates, and supervises the execu-
tion of our support to counterdrug operations in the transit and source zones; Joint
Southern Surveillance & Reconnaissance Operations Center (JSSROC), collocated
with JIATF-E in Key West, which receives, fuses, and disseminates the radar com-
mon operating picture from AWACS and ground based, aerostat, and ROTHR radar;
and Joint Task Force Bravo (JTF-B) in Soto Cano, Honduras, which provides re-
sponsive helicopter support to USSOUTHCOM missions in Latin America and the
Caribbean.

Most of our post-Panama theater architecture is firmly in place, and we look for-
ward to permanently anchoring our headquarters in CONUS, accomplishing nec-
essary improvements at the FOL in Comalapa, and completing previously approved
but temporarily suspended military construction projects in Fort Buchanan, Puerto
Rico.

STRENGTHEN DEMOCRACY AND STABILITY

The United States Southern Command’s military-to-military engagement with
host nation forces seeks to build mutual trust and understanding that will engender
regional stability and shared solutions to common problems. Our approach focuses
on combined operations, exercises, training and education, security assistance, and
humanitarian assistance programs. While maintaining strong bilateral relationships
throughout the AOR, we promote regional cooperation and transparent operations
among all our regional partners.

Caribbean. The fiscal year 1997 Unified Command Plan assigned responsibility
for U.S. military activities in the Caribbean, a region of more than 32 million peo-
ple, to USSOUTHCOM. The countries and territories in this region, as a rule, have
very small security forces that need modernization and training assistance. They
are receptive to regional cooperation and are well represented in the Organization
of American States (OAS) and Caribbean Nation Security Council (CANSEC). Dur-
ing calendar year 2000, USSOUTHCOM conducted medical readiness training exer-
cises (MEDRETE) and New Horizon engineer exercises; assisted partner nation se-
curity force training and new equipment fielding; and hosted Tradewinds 2000, a
multi-national exercise that fosters maritime and land-based forces cooperation in
response to regional crises and drug trafficking. In addition, many of the countries
hosted other regional events to improve partner nation capabilities. For example, in
January 2001, Jamaica hosted a regional disaster preparedness seminar that in-
cluded representatives from more than 20 countries throughout the AOR.

Caribbean countries conduct operations and training with the United States Coast
Guard that improve their capabilities to interdict illicit drug shipments through the
transit zone. Most countries in the Caribbean have assisted U.S. efforts to interdict
the flow of illicit drugs through the central and eastern Caribbean. One of our most
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successful efforts is Operation Bahamas, Turks, and Caicos (OPBAT), a multi-agen-
cy international effort based in Nassau, Bahamas. The mission of OPBAT is to
interdict the flow of cocaine and marijuana transiting through the Bahamas des-
tined for the United States. OPBAT was established on July 12, 1990 by the
TRIPART Agreement, a diplomatic engagement signed by the Governments of the
Bahamas, the United Kingdom, and the United States. U.S. government agencies
participating in OPBAT include DOS, DOD, USCG, and the U.S. Customs Service.

Another prominent counterdrug operation in this region is Weedeater, which is
conducted in the Eastern Caribbean. DOD provides helicopters for host nation law
enforcement agencies and DEA to conduct marijuana eradication. The most recent
Weedeater operation eradicated 1,013,635 marijuana plants and seedlings with an
estimated Miami street value in excess of $800 million. Total helicopter operating
costs for this Weedeater were slightly more than $129,000.

Central America. Four factors stimulate our engagement initiatives in this re-
gion. First, Central America, with more than 36 million people, is one of the least
developed regions in our AOR. The military budgets of these nations cannot support
large forces or large modernization efforts. Second, this region is vulnerable to natu-
ral disasters, as evidenced by Hurricane Mitch a few years ago, wildfires last year
in Guatemala, and the recent earthquakes in El Salvador. Third, powerful criminal
organizations, often fueled by drug related activities and money, challenge demo-
cratic institutions, and in many cases, exceed the capacity of the nations’ security
forces to provide protection to the population. Last, governments in this region are
understandably sensitive to border disputes that have been ongoing for many years.
Examples include the border disputes between Belize and Guatemala, between Hon-
duras and Nicaragua, and the maritime disagreement concerning the Gulf of Fon-
seca. Last summer, USSOUTHCOM helped diffuse the Fonseca disagreement by
providing Global Positioning Systems (GPS) and night vision goggles to Honduran
and Nicaraguan military vessels to aid them in precise navigation.

Military forces in this region range from none to very capable. Costa Rica and
Panama now have only police forces, while El Salvador demonstrated a very profes-
sional and capable military force during recovery operations following the recent
earthquakes. Nicaragua has a large inventory of mechanized equipment, but needs
assistance in training and sustainment.

Our engagement activities in Central America mirrored our efforts in other re-
gions. Last year, we relied heavily on our New Horizons Exercise program to pro-
vide much needed assistance to several communities in Belize, El Salvador, and
Nicaragua. In total, our forces renovated 12 schools, drilled 12 water wells, and pro-
vided road and bridge improvements. We also conducted a total of 32 medical de-
ployments that provided health and dental services to more than 95,000 people.
Medical teams on these deployments provided veterinary services as well.

Peacekeeping operations and seminars are excellent vehicles to promote coopera-
tion and interoperability between neighboring nations. This past year, we conducted
several combined activities in Central America, including the Peacekeeping Oper-
ations—North (PKO-North) exercise, hosted by Honduras and attended by 20 na-
tions. This exercise trained multinational staffs from Caribbean and Central Amer-
ican nations in peacekeeping operations.

Costa Rica, Guatemala, Honduras, Belize, El Salvador, and Panama have also
participated in Central Skies counterdrug operations. In support of Central Skies,
the United States provides transportation support to Central American country
teams and host nation military and counterdrug law enforcement agencies. The
most recent Central Skies operation in Costa Rica eradicated 385,563 marijuana
plants with a Miami street value that exceeded $300 million. U.S. helicopter oper-
ations costs for this iteration of Central Skies was approximately $164,000.

USSOUTHCOM has a long history of providing assistance to Central American
nations following natural disasters. Last April, JTF-B from Soto Cano provided
emergency assessment and fire fighting assistance to help Guatemalan forces extin-
guish nearly 250 wildfires. In November 2000, Hurricane Keith hit the eastern coast
of Belize. USSOUTHCOM provided humanitarian assistance to the Belize govern-
ment in the form of emergency shelters, vehicles, disaster relief equipment, and
medical supplies. In the most recent disaster in El Salvador, USSOUTHCOM pro-
vided emergency assistance that included the movement of 560 personnel and 160
tons of supplies by JTF-B helicopters. USSOUTHCOM relief and sustainment ef-
forts following the earthquakes will include several medical readiness training exer-
cises, technical expertise, and humanitarian assistance supplies and equipment.

Central America is key to U.S. counterdrug efforts. El Salvador agreed to allow
the U.S. to use Comalapa International Airport as an FOL for counterdrug oper-
ations. This facility supports U.S. DM&T aircraft coverage in Central America,
Eastern Pacific, and Western Caribbean. El Salvador’s rapid agreement to our re-
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quest for ramp space is reflective of the outstanding military to military relationship
that has been nurtured over the years.

Southern Cone. Harmonious relations among Southern Cone countries provide
the necessary preconditions for increased defense cooperation, dialogue, and multi-
lateral training exercises. Keeping pace with new training opportunities, Chile and
Brazil have recently begun military modernization programs. In December 2000, the
Chilean government made a formal decision to negotiate the possible purchase of
F-16 aircraft with Lockheed Martin. Brazil has also initiated programs to modern-
ize its Air Force and Navy. In some neighboring countries, budget constraints still
limit military procurement and modernization.

Argentina and Uruguay both participate routinely in United Nations peacekeep-
ing operations. Last year, Argentina hosted the USSOUTHCOM annual CABANAS
training program, a peacekeeping exercise that included military forces of seven
other nations. Argentina and Chile each hosted phases of the UNITAS exercise, the
largest multinational naval exercise in this hemisphere. In addition to nations from
the USSOUTHCOM AOR, UNITAS 2000 included Canada and several European
nations. This exercise is one of Southern Command’s most important engagement
tools and contributes significantly to regional cooperation in the Southern Cone.

Andean Ridge. USSOUTHCOM operations in the Andean Ridge are the most di-
verse of any region. Recent activities have included humanitarian civic assistance,
demining operations, training exercises, and extensive counterdrug operational sup-
port. Militaries in this region range from small and under-equipped to standing
forces with considerable capabilities.

One of USSOUTHCOM’s most important and visible missions during fiscal year
2000 was Operation Fundamental Response in Venezuela. Following torrential
flooding and mudslides that devastated Venezuela’s northeastern coast,
USSOUTHCOM performed life saving rescue, medical evacuation, and disaster re-
lief operations. With Venezuela reporting an estimated 30,000 dead,
USSOUTHCOM provided immediate rescue assistance, ultimately saving more than
5,500 lives and delivering 673 tons of food and water. U.S. forces, largely JTF-B
aviation assets, Special Operations, and Reserves, produced more than 2.8 million
gallons of potable water, flew more than 1,300 aircraft sorties, and distributed more
than $650,000 worth of medical supplies. Total cost of USSOUTHCOM directed sup-
port to Venezuela was $8.25 million.

In Ecuador, USSOUTHCOM has worked closely with the U.S. Ambassador and
President Noboa’s administration to provide assistance to Ecuador’s military, par-
ticularly in the management of national crises. We have also worked closely with
military leaders to improve Ecuador’s capability for detecting and interdicting illegal
drug traffic. As previously noted, Manta Air Base on the northwestern coast is a
linchpin in resetting our AOR architecture and extending the reach of our DM&T
aircraft coverage in the source zone.

U.S. counterdrug support to Andean Ridge nations includes training and equip-
ment for the riverine forces of both Peru and Colombia. The Joint Peruvian Riverine
Training Center in Iquitos, Peru is the finest facility of its kind in the AOR. Peru-
vian and Colombian riverine units have significantly increased their capabilities
during the past year.

USSOUTHCOM has provided extensive support to the training of Colombia’s
Counternarcotics (CN) Brigade. The second CN battalion graduated from training
in December 2000, and the third battalion is scheduled to complete training on May
24, 2001. To provide air mobile capability to the CN Brigade, USSOUTHCOM is
supporting the Department of State (DoS) led effort to field Huey II and UH-60L
helicopters to the Colombian Army and to assist in training the required aircrews.

USSOUTHCOM is cooperating with the security forces of each Andean Ridge na-
tion to build more effective counternarcotics capability. Bolivia, with perhaps fewer
resources than any other country in the region, has achieved unprecedented success
in eradicating illegal coca cultivation and aggressively interdicting drug trafficking
organizations’ (DTOs) movement of precursor chemicals. We have assisted Bolivia’s
military training effort with mobile training teams and facility construction. We are
also assisting the Bolivian Army in renovating troop barracks to establish a perma-
nent presence in the Chapare coca-growing region.

REQUIREMENTS

The United States Government has provided substantial support in military hard-
ware, training, and services to Latin American and Caribbean countries. Each year,
USSOUTHCOM executes engagement programs throughout this AOR, to include
combined operations and training exercises, educational opportunities, mobile train-
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ing teams, unit exchanges, humanitarian civic assistance, foreign military financing
and sales, and counterdrug training and operations.

USSOUTHCOM’s exercise program is the engine for our Theater Engagement
Plan. USSOUTHCOM will conduct 17 joint or combined exercises and 178 training
deployments with partner nations this fiscal year. We conduct four different types
of exercises and deployments. First, our operational exercises are based on
USSOUTHCOM contingency plans and normally include only U.S. forces. The pri-
mary purpose of these exercises is to train the CINC’s and the JTF’s battlestaffs.

Foreign military interaction (FMI) exercises are the core of USSOUTHCOM’s en-
gagement program. They are conducted throughout the AOR and are generally
hosted by the many participating nations in the region. All of these exercises, which
include Unitas, Tradewinds, PKO North and South, Cabanas, United Counterdrug,
and Fuerza Allidas Humanitarians, are multilateral.

New Horizons (NH) are the command’s civic assistance exercises that focus on en-
gineering and medical projects. Humanitarian and civic assistance (HCA) projects
are embedded in these programs but can be conducted as stand alone deployments
for training as well. USSOUTHCOM plans to conduct six NH exercises in fiscal year
2001. Planned sites include the Bahamas, St. Lucia, St. Vincent, Guatemala, Hon-
duras, and Paraguay.

The fourth type of exercise is stand-alone training deployments. USSOUTHCOM
will conduct a total of 178 stand-alone training deployments in fiscal year 2001.
These deployments will include Joint Combined Exchange Training (JCET),
Riverine Training Teams (RTT), and Counterdrug Training Support (CDTS). In-
cluded in the training total are 66 stand-alone medical assistance deployments that
predominantly support Central America and the Andean Ridge.

In a typical year, USSOUTHCOM deploys more than 12,000 servicemembers, the
majority of which are National Guardsmen and Reservists, in support of the FMI
and NH exercise programs. In fiscal year 1999, the U.S. Congress provided funding
to expand the NH exercise concept. Funding has remained relatively constant for
2000 and 2001. These exercises have been very successful in providing schools,
water wells, road and bridge improvements, and medical outreach programs to
needy communities. NH exercises have the added benefit of providing U.S. forces
with realistic training opportunities generally not available in the United States. In
fiscal year 2000, USSOUTHCOM completed 98 HCA projects in 19 countries; 105
construction and repair projects are planned or fiscal year 2001. Scenarios for the
seven FMI exercises conducted in fiscal year 2000 and the six planned for this year
focus on peacekeeping operations, disaster relief, and counterdrug coordination.

International Military Education and Training (IMET) and its companion pro-
gram, Expanded IMET (EIMET) provide professional education opportunities to se-
lected military and civilian candidates in our AOR on a grant basis. These programs
are the backbone of our combined professionalization and military education. They
provide funding for military and civilian personnel from our partner nations to at-
tend professional development courses in United States military institutions. At
only modest cost, these programs represent valued investments as many of the stu-
dents go on to become senior leaders in their respective militaries and government
agencies. In fiscal year 2000, USSOUTHCOM received $9.89 million for IMET and
trained 2684 students, including 474 civilians. We invested roughly two-thirds of
our IMET dollars in professional military education (PME), management, post-
graduate courses, mobile education teams, and english language training. The re-
mainder paid for technical assistance training throughout the AOR.

With declining military budgets, most countries in the USSOUTHCOM AOR re-
quest military equipment through the Excess Defense Articles (EDA) program or
Section 506 Emergency Drawdown Authority. Few countries are able to purchase
new equipment in large quantities through the Foreign Military Sales Program. Al-
though we have been very successful in assisting partner nations through EDA and
Drawdown, transport costs and sustainment of the received equipment fall to the
requesting country. Absent host nation funding and the availability of foreign mili-
tary financing (FMF), we have not been able to help these nations build the mainte-
nance programs to sustain the equipment. At its peak in 1991, the FMF program
for Latin America was $220 million. Last year, the Caribbean received $3 million,
while Latin America received only $450,000.

COMMAND, CONTROL, COMMUNICATIONS, AND INTELLIGENCE (C*4)

As we reset our theater physical architecture in the post-Panama era, we are also
enhancing our C4I architecture for fixed and mobile operations throughout the AOR.
Because most of the countries in this theater are still maturing their C* infrastruc-
ture, satellite communications are vitally important to our deployed forces, espe-
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cially in time of crises. However, satellite communications are currently limited by
available bandwidth.

We have initiated several programs to increase our C4I effectiveness throughout
a very large AOR. Programs like the Cooperating Nations Information Exchange
(CNIES) and the Counternarcotics Command and Management System (CNCMS)
have helped optimize satellite bandwidth. We have also initiated the Theater Signal
Support Program, which is focused on streamlining and enhancing C* operational
and maintenance support that was degraded by our exit from Panama.

INTELLIGENCE, SURVEILLANCE, AND RECONNAISSANCE

Our top readiness priorities for this AOR remain intelligence, surveillance, and
reconnaissance (ISR). Although OSD and the Joint Staff have helped us a great deal
in this area, we still have unresourced requirements in national, theater, and tac-
tical collection and processing for signals intelligence (SIGINT), human intelligence
(HUMINT), and imagery intelligence (IMINT).

IMINT, SIGINT, HUMINT, and measurement and signals intelligence (MASINT)
provide commanders at all echelons indications and warnings (I&W), situational
awareness, battle damage assessments (BDA), and crop cultivation estimates. How-
ever, the current suite of national sensors and platforms meets only part of our re-
quirement for a comprehensive intelligence and counterdrug picture in this AOR.
USSOUTHCOM needs greater redundancy in ISR assets to mitigate risk during cri-
ses. Specifically, we need additional airborne quick-reaction ISR capability and the
focus of a tactical military intelligence unit dedicated to this AOR. Funding support
for planned and existing MASINT capabilities, plus an effective MASINT architec-
ture, will significantly enhance the conduct of future operations.

The USSOUTHCOM AOR is a mixture of legacy and 21st century technology sys-
tems. While we are making progress in transitioning to more sophisticated and
more reliable systems, we still need significant support for three important activi-
ties: wide area surveillance for maritime and ground detection and monitoring; thea-
ter air surveillance, tracking, and sorting; and force protection against asymmetric
threats. First, a real-time integrated wide area surveillance capability is required
to track and monitor maritime and ground targets of interest, particularly in sup-
port of counterdrug operations in this theater. This system should be compatible
with both manned and unmanned ISR platforms. Second, the theater air surveil-
lance system will provide air space detection, sorting, monitoring, and management
that will promote regional cooperation in support of theater engagement strategies.
Third, asymmetric warfare challenges our best force protection measures and strate-
gies. Sophisticated surveillance systems are needed to enhance force protection for
our limited number of forward-deployed personnel in high threat areas.

Our ability to execute effective operations is often hampered by restrictions on
sharing data with our partner nations. We need to streamline sharing procedures
that are currently used for time sensitive counterdrug information. Like other uni-
fied commands, we are developing information-sharing networks that will allow us
to combat the drug trafficking problem more efficiently. The South American Net
(SURNET), the Caribbean Information sharing Network (CISN), and the Cooperat-
ing Nations Information Exchange System (CNIES) are all ongoing initiatives that
enable us to share certain types of counterdrug information expeditiously.

We experience continuing shortages of intelligence personnel, especially qualified
linguists and other SIGINT experts. A fully manned and functioning regional
SIGINT operating center at Medina, Texas, is essential to support our AOR oper-
ations. We also face many difficulties in our efforts to maintain a robust tasking,
processing, exploitation, and dissemination architecture (TPED). Due to persistent
C4I shortfalls, these issues are expected to continue in the near term.

COUNTERDRUG OPERATIONS

Congress appropriated significant funding last year to support President
Pastrana’s Plan Colombia. During the past several months, USSOUTHCOM has
worked with the U.S. interagency to develop the plan and begin executing the sup-
port package. This program is on track and is increasing partner nation counterdrug
capabilities. Although most of the supplemental funding was directed to Colombia,
neighboring nations also received assistance.

USSOUTHCOM is using the funds designated for military purposes to improve
partner nation capabilities in counterdrug operations. We are lead for execution of
DOD support and provide assistance to DoS as needed on military related programs.
We have coordinated the intended use of the funding in the U.S. interagency process
to ensure our actions complement other agencies’ activities and comply with con-
gressional law and OSD directives. U.S. assistance to Plan Colombia will signifi-
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cantly improve the COLMIL capability to successfully support eradication and inter-
diction operations. Although $180 million was also distributed in the aid package
to Colombia’s neighbors, several of these neighboring nations will need additional
assistance in the form of both military and non-military programs to effectively
challenge the illicit drug industry within their own borders. We also anticipate that
nations in this region, particularly Colombia, will likely need international assist-
ance to sustain these programs in the long term.

FORCE PROTECTION

Force protection is Job #1. We are committed to providing the best possible protec-
tion measures to our forces in this theater. Since the terrorist attack on the U.S.S.
Cole, we have conducted a comprehensive review of our force protection require-
ments and have focused our efforts on improving policies and procedures for deter-
ring, disrupting, and mitigating terrorist attacks.

Each of my Component Commanders has formed “Red Teams” to assess his force
protection posture on a continuous basis. Throughout the AOR, we have intensified
ongoing efforts to identify potential threats and the corresponding force protection
measures to mitigate risk to these threats. We are also looking specifically for seams
in our force protection posture that could be exploited. We have implemented a suite
of preventive measures, such as limiting travel to known or suspected high-risk
areas, to minimize exposure of DOD personnel.

We have used the Combating Terrorism Readiness Initiative Fund to resource
emergent and unforeseen high priority requirements. However, we still require bet-
ter access to enhanced national signals collection and processing, organic airborne
reconnaissance capability, a military intelligence unit permanently assigned to this
theater, and expanded human intelligence collection. Our components continue to
work with host nation security forces, to include establishing U.S. controlled secu-
rity zones when necessary, to ensure protection of our deployed aircraft, vessels, and
personnel. Component Commanders tailor threat conditions and random
antiterrorism measures based on their assessment of the threat for assigned and in-
transit units.

The U.S.S. Cole Commission recommendations address the diversity of threats
that could potentially target U.S. personnel and interests in the USSOUTHCOM
AOR. We continue to make good progress in hardening our headquarters, bases, and
forward operating locations. Where we are unable to mitigate threats through phys-
ical or structural enhancements, we are addressing the risk with procedural modi-
fications for our personnel.

STRATEGY

Our vision for this theater has not changed. These nations can become a “commu-
nity of stable, democratic, and prosperous nations served by professional, modern,
and interoperable security forces that embrace democratic principles and human
rights, that are subordinate to civil authority, and are capable and supportive of
multilateral responses to regional challenges.”

Five objectives guide our engagement and security activities in this AOR:

¢ Promote and support stable democracies;

¢ Promote and support respect for human rights and adherence to the rule
of law;

¢ Assist partner nations to modernize and train their security forces;

¢ Sustain and strengthen multilateral security cooperation; and

¢ Cooperate with regional forces to detect, monitor, and reduce the transit
of illegal drugs.

CONCLUSION

Thanks to the hard work and vision of many U.S. Government agencies, we have
been able to assist our neighbors, some gravely threatened by insurgencies, narcot-
ics, and other transnational threats.

Because of this committee’s efforts and the strong bipartisan support in Congress
for programs key to this hemisphere, we are making a positive difference in helping
to strengthen democracy, promote prosperity, and foster regional security in Latin
America and the Caribbean.

Thank you again for the opportunity to appear before you.

Chairman WARNER. General Schwartz.



107

STATEMENT OF GEN. THOMAS A. SCHWARTZ, USA, COM-
MANDER, UNITED STATES FORCES KOREA; COMMANDER IN
CHIEF, UNITED NATIONS COMMAND/COMBINED FORCES
COMMAND

General SCHWARTZ. Sir, thank you very much for having me, Mr.
Chairman, Senator Levin, and other committee members. Thanks
a lot. I am glad to be here today.

It is exciting to be in Korea. I have been there 15 months. It is
an exciting time. Like you said, Senator Warner, things are chang-
ing at a rapid pace. Who would have predicted that the summit
would have taken place like it did last year? Who would have pre-
dicted the amount of dialogue, the exchange, the cultural ex-
changes, all the things that are happening, the Nobel Peace Prize,
the Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA) revision that we had, a big
success in my opinion, the Nogun-Ri and the resolution of that very
successfully? The list goes on and on. Who would have predicted?
Almost nobody. Then the visit of Kim Jong-Il to the south and the
next couple of months. Who would have predicted? I do not think
anybody could say “I knew positively that was going to take place.”

But I can tell you one thing you could predict, that our forces
over there stay trained and ready, the 37,000 you have there under
my command, as well as those great Republic of Korea military. I
am really high on them because when anybody from this committee
comes, they look at them, they see them, they always comment to
me. They say, “Tom, they are good. Are they not? They are trained
and ready. Are they not? They are well-spirited and have high mo-
rale. Do they not?” Those are the kinds of things that are reinforc-
ing about this alliance. We should be tremendously proud.

That 2nd Infantry Division we have over there, in my opinion,
is the most well-trained, fit-to-fight division in the world. I am
proud of what they do and the pace they maintain, the things they
do every day to stay trained and ready on that Demilitarized Zone.
I know you, Senator Warner, and the other committee members are
very proud.

I think the key over there right now is our presence. We have
been there for 50 years. We might be there for 50 more. We do not
know. But I tell you, when the north looks south and they see
37,000, when they look south, and they see the 750,000 South Ko-
reans trained and ready, they know for sure one thing: they are not
going to do anything. They know we are ready. They know we are
together, and that has deterred war for 50 years. We are tremen-
dously proud of that.

We have to mix all of that readiness too with our quality of life
and our infrastructure. We cannot just be trained and ready. We
cannot just let Korea be a place we have been for 50 years, 1 year
at a time, and not look at the infrastructure and not look at the
quality of life of those great soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines.
So, I have looked at that, and I have talked to a lot of those great
people. I am tremendously impressed with our soldiers.

I tell you, Senator, the other day I had a stand-up in front of
those soldiers, and I said, “this is my third tour. Who has me
beat?” One of those great sergeants, E-5, stood up and said, “Sir,
I have been in 10 years. This is my fourth tour in Korea. I have
you beat.”
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Then a staff sergeant E—6 stood up. He said, “Sir, I am a staff
sergeant E—6 in this great Army of ours. I have 12 years, and I
have five tours in Korea. I have you beat.”

I started to look around. I started to think, gosh, these young
men and women are recycling in here. When I started to do some
statistics on this thing, I realized that 17 percent of the Army is
either getting ready to go in, is in Korea, or just came out of Korea.

So, it does have a tremendous impact on our force and on the mo-
rale and on the reenlistment, and on the quality of life and deci-
sions that these young people make every day when they sit down
at the dinner table. They go back home after a tour in Korea, and
they say to the family, should I stay or should I get out? So, Korea
does have an impact. It matters. We have to care about what we
do with our soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines over there, every
year as we touch those great people.

So, it is things like separate rations that we take away from
them, that the spouse back home who loses $227 a month and is
still cooking the same pot of spaghetti, even though he is serving
for a year over in Korea, and she is saying to herself, “Where is
my $227?” She is saying to herself, “Where is my $4,000 that it
equates to over a year? Where did that go?” She is asking her
spouse, “how much is it costing you to live over there?” They are
saying about $4,000 to $6,000 out of their pocket, hidden costs.
Senator, you and I discussed this a couple of times.

There is a price to be paid by these young people when they
serve their country overseas. We have to take a hard look at some
of these things and make sure we are doing the right thing with
respect to these people when they are sacrificing so much for us.
So, I would lay that on the table.

But I would like to make a comment, if I could, Mr. Chairman,
about the transformation that the Army is doing right now under
the great General Shinseki. He is creating a new force. He is shap-
ing a force, an Army that is much different than we had before. I
told him I am the first guy to stand up and say, I want one of your
brigades. I want one of those light brigades. I want one of those
wheeled brigades. I want its flexibility. I want its mobility. I do not
just want it for the peninsula, but I want it for the region. I want
it because it can do a lot of things I cannot do right now. So, I am
an advocate of what we are creating there, and I am one of the first
ones to sign up as a CINC and say, send it to me because we can
certainly use it.

A couple of my top priorities that I have in my statement are
quite well outlined, but I would like to emphasize just a couple of
them because I think they are important to lay on the table.

One is we have to look hard at the command, control, commu-
nications, computers, and information (C4I) architecture that we
have in Korea. If we are going to fight tonight like we do, we have
a bunker system. We have hardened systems of command and con-
trol that were created over the last 30 and 40 years, and we work
hard to keep them fit to fight. But we have to keep putting the
money into them to make sure they are hard, and to make sure
they are redundant, and to make sure that they do for us what we
need to do. So, I have some needs in that area that I laid out in
my formal statement that I will submit.
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Also, I think we need some money for our battle simulation cen-
ters. The way we keep 37,000 people trained and ready, when 96
percent of them change every year, is that we have three very ro-
bust exercises. We have the largest simulation exercise in the
world called Ulchi Focus Lens (UFL). To run that battle simulation
center, to run the Air Force simulation center, costs a lot of money.
That cost is going up and up. So, I laid some dollars on the line
there that we need to keep that going.

I would just mention one other area, and it is called force protec-
tion. We are now in the second most densely populated country in
the world, Korea, 45 million people in a peninsula the size of the
State of Indiana. We have plopped ourselves down in 95 camps and
stations all over that peninsula. Believe me, we did not have any
thoughts when we plopped down about force protection, but we
have a lot of thoughts about it today. We need some money and we
need to put some effort into it. We need to do some consolidation
of that effort as we see ourselves on that peninsula to make sure
we are protecting our people, like we need to protect them all over
the world. So, I would say that to you.

But when you look across that peninsula, Senator Warner, and
you look north, some people down south think, well, the security
situation is changing and everything is OK and there is no threat.
But I am telling you as a Commander in Chief, when I look north,
I do not think the same thing. When I look north, I see an enemy
that is bigger, better, closer, and deadlier. I can prove it.

This guy puts 33 percent of his gross national product into his
military. People are starving. His own figures say that 250,000
starved last year. We think it is close to a million. Whatever the
figure is, he puts more money into his military than any other na-
tion Gross Domestic Product (GDP)-wise, 33 percent. He has a mili-
tary-first policy and he is getting better.

Now, does he have the economy to sustain that great military?
Yes. It is coming apart a little bit. It is coming down and we all
know that. But the fact of the matter is he is very capable, bigger,
better, closer, and deadlier and we have to keep our eye on it.

This is a period of uncertainty like I said. Tremendous change,
dramatic change. I think the danger during this period of time is
miscalculation. We just have to keep ourselves trained and ready.
We are doing that in the peninsula, and I am tremendously proud
of those soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines.

I am prepared to answer your questions.

[The prepared statement of General Schwartz follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY GEN. THOMAS A. SCHWARTZ, USA

Mr. Chairman and distinguished committee members, I am honored to appear be-
fore you as Commander in Chief, United Nations Command, Republic of Korea—
United States Combined Forces Command (CFC); and Commander, United States
Forces Korea. We want to first express our deep gratitude to Congress for the con-
sistent support you provided our forces over the years. The more than 37,000 sol-
diers, sailors, airmen, and marines, and Department of Defense civilians of United
States Forces Korea benefit every day from your support, which enables us to ac-
complish our vital mission. We welcome this opportunity to present the current se-
curity situation in the Korean theater of operations through five major categories:
(1) Korean Peninsula Overview, (2) Post-Summit Korea: Perceptions vs. Reality, (3)
North Korea, (4) The Republic of Korea and United States Alliance, and (5) Com-
mand Priorities.
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KOREAN PENINSULA OVERVIEW

The physical presence of U.S. ground, air, and naval forces in Korea and Japan
contributes significantly to U.S. and northeast Asian interests. These contributions
endure well into the future. As shown in the figure below, the vital U.S. national
interests in the region are many, and the threats to those interests are great. How-
ever, the U.S. presence provides the military access in east Asia that allows and
encourages economic security, and political stability.

While the U.S. has made great strides in our ability to rapidly project power
around the globe, there is still no substitute for some degree of forward presence
when faced with limited warning times, and vast distances. Our presence in Korea
provides the access necessary for defending the Republic of Korea today, and re-
sponding to regional threats in the future. It is physical, not virtual, U.S. presence
that brings peace of mind to the democratic nations of the region, and provides tan-
gible deterrence.

US INTERESTS IN NORTHEAST ASIA |

Largest Economy

In Asia
gest Trading Partner
3™ Largast
Taipel Trading Partner
Talwan

7" Largest Trading Partner

The security offered by this presence is directly and indirectly responsible for the
economic vitality and political stability of the region. The physical security has fos-
tered the rapid expansion of the mutually reinforcing elements of democratization
and market economies. The political and military stability resulting from U.S. in-
volvement in northeast Asia provides the confidence necessary for foreign invest-
ment to flow into the region. The results are staggering. In the course of a single
generation, Japan, China, Taiwan, Korea, and Singapore have risen respectively to
numbers 3, 4, 7, 8, and 10 in total trade with the U.S., and comprised over $425
billion in trade in 1999. Most of this would not have been possible without the direct
security offered by the U.S. presence. It is the U.S. presence that will allow this re-
gional prosperity, so critical to the global economy, to flourish in the future.

POST-SUMMIT KOREA: PERCEPTIONS VS. REALITY

In June of last year, the world witnessed the historic meeting between President
Kim Dae-Jung and Chairman Kim Jong-Il. This remarkable event, the centerpiece
of a great deal of diplomatic activity on the Korean peninsula, touched off a wave
of reconciliation euphoria in South Korea and generated the public perception that
peace was just around the corner. However, the situation’s reality is far from the
perception.

The pace of diplomatic activity is indeed staggering. Both before and since the
summit, the North Korean government has greatly expanded its diplomatic outreach
to a number of countries. Three reunions of families separated since the war have
occurred since August 2000. Athletes from both sides marched together under a sin-
gle flag during the opening ceremonies of the Sydney Olympics. North Korea’s sec-
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ond most powerful official, Vice Marshal Jo Myong-rok met with President Clinton
in October. U.S. Secretary of State Albright reciprocated by visiting Pyongyang later
that month. Since the summit, the two Koreas have conducted multiple ministerial
and working level economic talks, and the first ever meeting between the two de-
fense ministers. The two sides have agreed to restore the Seoul-Sinuiju railway
through the Demilitarized Zone (DMZ), create an economic development zone in the
North Korean town of Kaesong, and conduct sports and cultural exchanges.

Despite this welcome increase in direct North-South dialogue, the military threat
from North Korea continues to improve. The perception of a peaceful peninsula dif-
fers from reality. North Korea has yet to discuss or implement any meaningful mili-
tary confidence building measures beyond agreement of the opening of a railroad
corridor through the DMZ. The North has focused thus far on obtaining significant
foreign aid in exchange for political and humanitarian gestures. As recently as De-
cember 2000, the North threatened to halt the entire reconciliation process, includ-
ing family reunions, unless the South immediately provided 500,000 kilowatts of
electrical power, to be followed by up to 2 million kilowatts. It subsequently re-
sumed the exchanges even though it did not receive the power.

The gap between reduced political tensions and the current North Korean military
capacity and capability in certain areas concerns us. If the North Korean regime is
serious about reconciliation, it is the time now for it to reduce the military threat
and reciprocate to the peaceful gestures from other nations. North Korea should
begin now to reduce military capabilities, both conventional and weapons of mass
destruction.

NORTH KOREA

Despite the perception of political and humanitarian change, the reality is that
there is as yet no permanent “peace dividend.” North Korea still poses a major
threat to stability and security in the region and will continue to do so into the fore-
seeable future. Kim Jong-Il stubbornly adheres to his “military first” policy, pouring
huge amounts of his budget resources into the military, at the expense of the civil
sector, as he continues his military buildup. As a result, his military forces are big-
ger, better, closer, and deadlier since last year’s testimony. We define this dangerous
military threat in simple terms as capability and intent.

Capability: Bigger and better. The military is the overwhelming power and domi-
nant presence in North Korea. Its ability to strike South Korea without warning
and to employ nonconventional weapons and systems continues to grow bigger and
get better. The North Korean People’s Army, which includes the Army, Navy, and
Air Force, numbers over 1.2 million, making it the fifth largest Active-Duty Force
in the world. Limited military production continues in aircraft and artillery systems
with renewed manufacturing efforts in missiles, submarines, and armored vehicles.

The ground force alone numbers 1 million active-duty soldiers and ranks third in
the world. The North Korean Air Force has over 1,700 aircraft. The Navy has more
than 800 ships, including the largest submarine fleet in the world. There are an ad-
ditional 6 million Reserves supporting the Active-Duty Force. In total, over 25 per-
cent of its population is under arms, with all able-bodied children and adults receiv-
ing military training every year—although admittedly in a country where “the quest
for food” is a daily reality for the average citizen and the vast majority of people
lack adequate food, clean water, heat, clothing, or access to even basic medical care.

Recent force improvements include forward repositioning key offensive units,
emplacing anti-tank barriers in the forward area, establishing combat positions
along major routes between Pyongyang and the Demilitarized Zone, improving
coastal defense forces in the forward area, constructing missile support facilities,
and procuring air defense weapons and fighter aircraft. Applying lessons from U.S.
operations in Europe and Southwest Asia, the North Koreans also modified key fa-
cility defenses, dispersed forces, and improved camouflage, concealment, and decep-
tion measures.

Training levels over the past 2 years have been record-breaking, with the focus
on improving the readiness of major offensive forces. Immediately following the
June 2000 summit, the North Korean People’s Army training cycle in the summer
of 2000 was the most extensive ever recorded. It was preceded by the most ambi-
tious winter training cycle for the past 10 years. High levels of training continue
as we speak to you today.

Capability: Closer. As big as they are, North Korea continues to position forces
into the area just north of the DMZ—in a position to threaten Combined Forces
Command and all of Seoul with little warning. Seventy percent of their active force,
including approximately 700,000 troops, over 8,000 artillery systems, and 2,000
tanks, is postured within 90 miles of the Demilitarized Zone. This percentage con-
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tinues to rise despite the June 2000 summit. Most of this force in the forward area
is protected in over 4,000 underground facilities, out of over 11,000 nationwide.
From their current locations, these forces can attack with minimal preparations or
warning. The protracted southward deployment follows a tactic of “creeping nor-
malcy”—a significant movement over a period of many years that would attract too
much international attention if accomplished over weeks or months.

The North fields a total artillery force of over 12,000 systems. Without moving
any pieces, Pyongyang could sustain up to 500,000 rounds per hour against Com-
bined Forces Command defenses, and Seoul, for several hours. This artillery force
includes 500 new long-range systems deployed over the past decade; however, most
dangerous is the accelerated deployment over the past 2 years of large numbers of
long-range 240 mm multiple rocket launcher systems and 170 mm self-propelled
guns to hardened sites located along the DMZ. Current training continues to im-
prove their capabilities.

Capability: Deadlier. To keep Combined Forces Command off balance and offset
the conventional military technological superiority of the United States and Repub-
lic of Korea, the North’s leadership has developed substantial asymmetrical capabili-
ties in ballistic missiles, special operations forces, and weapons of mass destruction.
The North’s asymmetric forces are dangerous, receive an outsized portion of the
military budget, and are well trained. Improvements continue in each area.

The North’s progress on its ballistic missile program indicates it remains a top
priority. Over the past year, North Korea upheld its moratorium on flight-testing
missiles. However, they continue to make enhancements in their missile capabili-
ties. Their ballistic missile inventory includes over 500 SCUDs of various types that
can threaten the entire peninsula. They continue to produce and deploy medium-
range No Dongs capable of striking Japan and our U.S. bases there. Pyongyang is
developing multi-stage missiles aiming to field systems capable of striking the con-
tinental United States. They have tested the 2,000-kilometer range Taepo Dong 1
and continue significant work on the 5,000 plus kilometer Taepo Dong 2. North
Korea also threatens American interests through the proliferation of ballistic missile
capabilities—missiles, technology, technicians, transporter-erector-launchers, and
underground facility expertise—to other countries of concern. North Korea has re-
portedly sold at least 450 missiles to Iran, Iraq, Syria, Pakistan, and others.

At the tip of the spear are North Korea’s special operations forces—the largest in
the world. They consist of over 100,000 personnel and are significant force multi-
pliers. During wartime, these forces, which Kim Jong-I1 would use as an asymmet-
rical capability from a ground, air, and naval perspective, would fight on two fronts,
simultaneously attacking both our forward and rear forces. They continue to train
year around in these skills, and just completed a robust training period last month.

North Korea also possesses weapons of mass destruction. A large number of North
Korean chemical weapons threaten both our military forces and civilian population
centers. We assess North Korea to have large chemical stockpiles and is self-suffi-
cient in the production of chemical components for first generation chemical agents.

Additionally, North Korea has the capability to develop, produce, and weaponize
biological warfare agents. They could deploy both chemical and biological warheads
on missiles.

Finally, we continue to be concerned with the potential nuclear threat from North
Korea. In the late 1980s and early 1990s, North Korea may have produced enough
plutonium for at least one, and possibly two nuclear weapons.

Intent: The Kim Jong-Il regime maintains a “military-first” orientation. The army
is North Korea’s largest employer, purchaser, and consumer, the central unifying
structure in the country, and the main source of power and control for the ruling
clique—the “pillar of the revolution.” North Korean state-run media pronounce-
ments continue to insist on unification under Kim Jong-Il's leadership. In an un-
precedented interview with ROK news media executives on August 12, 2000, Kim
Jong-Il stated, “In relations with foreign countries, we gain strength from military
power, and my power comes from military power,” thus openly stating his belief that
military power is his security imperative and the cornerstone of his philosophy. This
“military first” policy was reiterated in the North Korean leader’s New Year’s edi-
torial on 1 January this year. Maintaining a large and credible military force does
a number of things: It provides deterrence, defense, an offensive threat, and gives
the regime leverage in international negotiations.

The North Korean economy is in ruins. Let’s take a look at some stark numbers:
a decline in Gross National Product (GNP) by 55 percent from 1990 to 1998, down
to about $12 billion; a foreign debt approaching the same figure; foreign trade at
only 10 percent of GNP; per capita income of less than $600; many factories closed,
with those remaining open in operation at less than 20 percent of capacity; daily
grain rations for common people at between 100 and 200 grams (one-half to one
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bowl); estimates of the number of deaths from hunger and disease in the last 5
years ranging from several hundred thousand to three million—despite foreign aid
of over $1.6 billion since 1995. The result of this past winter’s harsh weather—the
worst in over 2 decades—will likely be thousands of deaths, serious injuries, and
major illnesses among the general populace.

In the face of this human tragedy, North Korea continues to invest 25 to 33 per-
cent of their GNP annually in the military (as compared to 3 percent in the U.S.).
Top priority for the nation’s scarce economic resources are the military related in-
dustries. For additional hard currency infusion, the North Korean regime continues
to export weapons and engage in state sponsored international crime to include nar-
cotics trafficking, and counterfeiting U.S. currency.

Without major fundamental economic reforms, the North will continue to rely on
charity to avert complete economic collapse. Absent a sustainable economic turn-
around, the North faces the potential for huge humanitarian disaster. The North
Korean leadership appears to recognize its dire economic circumstance. The eco-
nomic and human weakness brought by natural disaster and the failure of state
planning likely prompted the diplomatic offensive that we are seeing from the North
Korean regime. However, until North Korea undertakes meaningful confidence
building measures, it will be necessary for the United States and our allies to re-
main vigilant against the threat posed by North Korea’s sizable military machine.

Conclusion: While the growing inter-Korean dialogue evident over the past year
gives cause for hope, the tense security situation on the Korean peninsula is unpre-
dictable and serious, and will so remain for the foreseeable future. The North Ko-
rean military remains the main element of national power and source of leverage
that Kim Jong-Il possesses to advance his interests. Despite North Korea’s continu-
ing interests in foreign aid and economic reform, the Kim regime continues to field
far more conventional military force than any conceivable sense of self-defense would
warrant. We and our allies in the Pacific must encourage tangible military con-
fidence building measures that are verifiable and reciprocal. The measures taken so
far (economic, diplomatic, and cultural) are first steps, but tangible military meas-
ures are key to reducing the risk of conflict. Throughout this process and into the
future, the unequalled ROK-US alliance will remain vigilant, trained, and ready to
fight and win decisively!

THE REPUBLIC OF KOREA AND UNITED STATES ALLIANCE

The Republic of Korea and United States alliance remains the best in the world.
It is an alliance built on mutual trust, respect, a common set of values, and commit-
ment to the defense of freedom of South Korea. Our combined forces can fight and
win today if called upon. Our power, might, and daily readiness are unparalleled.
Unquestionably, our South Korean partners are professional war fighters. They can
mobilize over 4.5 million servicemembers and can bring 54 divisions to the fight.
Our combined war fighting assets include over 1,500 strike aircraft that can launch
over 1,000 daily sorties, over 1,000 rotary aircraft, more than 5,000 tracked vehicles,
3,000 tanks, and over 250 combat ships to include 4 or more carrier battle groups.
If necessary, this unequalled combined combat power and might can defeat a North
Korean attack and destroy its military and regime. It is this power and might that
strengthens our deterrence mission and ultimately provides regional security.

Our continuing cooperation and understanding is a success story in many ways.
It is institutionalized in our Mutual Defense Treaty and in our Security Consult-
ative and Military Committee Meetings. Four alliance areas deserve particular note:
alliance successes, military procurement, defense burdensharing, and a brief discus-
sion of command initiatives that will shape our alliance.

Alliance successes: Overall, our alliance is stronger because of U.S.-South Korean
cooperation to conclude three significant issues in the past year. Most notably, we
successfully revised our Status of Forces Agreement, which safeguards the rights of
our servicemembers while better respecting the laws, customs, and culture of the
Republic of Korea. Second, both nations concluded a cooperative investigation on the
tragic events that occurred 50 years ago at the Korean village of Nogun-Ri. Here
again, this issue has been resolved in a manner that is consistent with an alliance
based on democratic ideals and an honest quest for truth and accountability. Fi-
nally, South Korea, in consultation with the U.S., established a policy of developing
operational missiles with a range of no more than 300 kilometers and a payload of
500 kilograms, which are the Missile Control Technology Regime limits.

Military Procurement: The Defense White Paper 2000, published by the Ministry
of National Defense, addresses aggressive modernization goals for the South Korean
forces. United States Forces Korea wholeheartedly supports these efforts and feels
that they will set the conditions for an autonomous South Korean military in the
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future. Modernization and improvements are being made in many key areas
through indigenous production, co-production, and procurement through Foreign
Military Sales. South Korea continues to demonstrate overwhelming preference for
U.S. military equipment. South Korean military purchases from the U.S. as a per-
centage of total foreign procurement has ranged from 59.2 percent to 98.9 percent
in the last 10 years. The decade average is 78.6 percent.

Last year the South Korean military purchased Multiple Launch Rocket Systems
(MLRS), theater airborne collection systems, and weapons and electronics upgrades
for their newest destroyers. Additionally, we are encouraged by the serious consider-
ation that the Republic of Korea is devoting to purchase the F-15E strike fighter
jet, the AH-64D Apache Longbow attack helicopter, and the Patriot (SAM-X) mis-
sile systems. These powerful systems are interoperable with U.S. systems and will
ensure that military might can be brought to bear quickly and decisively, at a time
when it may be required. Not only will these systems improve today’s alliance com-
bat power, they also contribute to the future regional security for Northeast Asia.

There are three areas where the Republic of Korea must procure capabilities to
support our combined combat readiness: (1) Command, control, communications,
computers, and intelligence (C%I) interoperability; (2) Chemical and biological de-
fense 1capabilities; and (3) Preferred munitions necessary for the early stages of the
war plan.

Defense Burdensharing: Of the four burdensharing categories in the 2000 Report
to Congress on Allied Contributions to the Common Defense, South Korea met the
congressional goal in one. The Republic of Korea increased the number of peace-
keepers in support of multinational military activities, primarily in East Timor. The
Republic of Korea did not meet congressional targets in the three other areas: (1)
cost sharing, (2) defense spending as percentage of Gross Domestic Product, and (3)
foreign assistance. This is a downward trend from the previous year and must be
reversed, as key U.S. congressional leadership has articulated.

In the cost-sharing category for fiscal year 2000, the Republic of Korea paid $751
million out of $1.83 billion United States non-personnel stationing costs. This is a
41 percent contribution that fell short of the congressional 2000 goal of 75 percent.
The U.S. and South Korea enter negotiations this year to adjust this level of cost
sharing and sign a new Special Measures Agreement. The Republic of Korea must
raise its present percentage of non-personnel stationing costs. The U.S. State De-
partment concurs.

South Korean defense spending as a percentage of Gross Domestic Product
dropped from 3.2 to 2.8 percent between 1998 and 1999. The 1999 value of 2.8 per-
cent was below the U.S. defense investment of 3.2 percent.

South Korean outlays for foreign assistance failed to increase by 10 percent be-
tween 1998 and 1999, and at 0.04 percent of Gross Domestic Product, they fell
below the congressional goal of 1 percent.

Command Initiatives: During this past year, we have developed a number of ini-
tiatives designed to better meet the needs and demands of our great alliance. The
most important of these are support to the North-South ¢ransportation corridor, the
;glood neighbor” initiatives, environmental programs, and the Land Partnership

an.

The United Nations Command will continue to fully support President Kim Dae-
Jung’s reconciliation process and the development of a road/rail transportation cor-
ridor through the Demilitarized Zone. The command has already modified the 1953
Armistice Agreement to allow the Republic of Korea to coordinate construction
issues on behalf of the Military Armistice Commission. Close cooperation between
United Nations Command and the South Korean Ministry of National Defense has,
and will continue to ensure sufficient levels of security in the Demilitarized Zone
during demining, corridor construction, and future operation. As we work closely
with North Korea over issues concerning access and commerce in this corridor, we
will continue to insist that all actions, and all confidence-building measures, are
both reciprocal and verifiable.

During the summer of 2000 the command and the government of South Korea ini-
tiated comprehensive good neighbor initiatives in response to an alarming rise in
“anti-U.S. Forces Korea” sentiment that turned violent in some situations. The pro-
gram includes education programs for both U.S. servicemembers and the Korean
public, public affairs programs to offer a balanced perspective to the Korean press,
and increased interaction between U.S. servicemembers and local Korean military
units and citizens. To educate and nurture an understanding between our
servicemembers and South Korean citizens we began a bilingual quarterly news-
letter jointly published by U.S. Forces Korea and the South Korean government,
and posted on the Korean Defense Ministry’s internet website. Still in its infancy,
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these initiatives have already paid dividends and will continue to do so into the fu-
ture.

Being good stewards of the environment in our host country is important to our
mission and the alliance. We have accomplished much but there is more we will do.
Future problem mitigation and environmental protection requires continuous fund-
ing from both the Republic of Korea and United States. Our investment in protect-
uﬁg the Korean environment is the responsible course that serves to strengthen our
alliance.

The final future initiative is the Land Partnership Plan begun in December 2000
with our Korean partners. This program seeks to improve the combined forces readi-
ness posture, improve force protection, enhance public safety, stop training range
encroachment, advance quality of life for U.S. forces, support South Korean eco-
nomic growth, and posture our forces for cooperation well into the future. The com-
bination of a robust and growing Korean economy, rising population, and very lim-
ited land on the Korean peninsula is placing extreme pressure on the command. En-
croachment by farming and construction on training ranges and in safety zones
around ammunition storage areas endangers the public and is lessening our ability
to properly train. This initiative will reconfigure and protect training areas, and
consolidate our forces around hub installations. Both nations stand to gain signifi-
cantly from this effort, but the program requires strong support from the Korean
government. U.S. Forces Korea must have access to small new purchases of rural
land for consolidation before we can release large areas of valuable urban land and
facilities. Additionally, both sides must approach the plan as an integrated whole,
and not piecemeal the package, to maximize benefits.

COMMAND PRIORITIES

During my comments today, I will discuss the status of programs and pro-
grammatic areas in which resource allocations are of significant concern to me. My
intent is to discuss possible problem areas as they now appear. However, these pro-
gram areas and their associated funding levels may change pending the outcome of
the new administration’s strategy and defense review which will guide future deci-
sions on military spending. For fiscal year 2002, the President’s budget includes
funding to cover our most pressing priorities. I ask that you consider my comments
in that light.

Achieving our vision and accomplishing our missions requires us to prioritize
scarce resources. Our command priorities are (1) War Fighting Readiness, (2) Sup-
port ;o ‘;Var Plans, (3) Force Protection, (4) Future Force Development, and (5) Qual-
ity of Life.

War Fighting Readiness: Our number one command priority of war fighting readi-
ness consists of training, exercises, and headquarters operations:

Training is the cornerstone of our combat capability and level of readiness. Our
combined forces continue to remain trained and ready. We can fight and win! The
North knows it. They fear our power and might. We are fully capable of decisively
defeating North Korea and destroying the regime. However, the command faces sig-
nificant training challenges ranging from training range encroachment to required
modernization. We need to reverse problems in three specific areas: (1) Training
area requirements, (2) Korea Training Center modernization, and (3) Realistic
urban operations training facility.

Our first concern is that our joint forces experience a lack of adequate training
areas on the peninsula. The problem stems from training areas being widely dis-
persed, non-contiguous, often temporarily unavailable, and too small to support the
range of our modern weapon systems. Current training areas also suffer from sus-
tained civilian construction and farming encroachment. The Land Partnership Plan
addresses this urgent problem by consolidating and protecting necessary training
areas. The new Inchon International Airport scheduled for full operation in 2003
creates additional problems for airspace management. The Republic of Korea gov-
ernment must energize a realistic and near term program to improve their airspace
management system. Failure to do so will increase the risk for both commercial air-
lines and military aircraft.

The second long-term challenge is the support for our Korea Training Center,
Synthetic Training Environment Vision. Currently, we have the ability to train a
battalion task force in the live environment at the Center but only under manpower
intensive, manually supported efforts. We need to increase training realism by mod-
ernizing range instrumentation. We are working with Department of the Army to
fund this requirement.

To squeeze the most benefit out of every training minute and dollar, we must in-
fuse new training technologies. In the near term, full funding of our joint exercise
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program is critical to maintaining our current level of readiness. Currently, our vital
simulation centers (Korea Battle and Korea Air Simulation Centers) are not fully
funded which requires us to reprogram dollars from other programs to fund these
readiness enablers. This is a less than ideal situation. Third, and finally, urban com-
bat training is imperative for all forces in Korea as urbanization now dominates
South Korea, the second most densely populated country in the world. We greatly
appreciate the fiscal year 2001 military construction (MILCON) you provided and
efforts are ongoing to construct our Combined Arms Collective (urban warfare)
Training Facility. However, instrumentation for this critical project is not funded.
To achieve the maximum training benefit from this facility, we need to install the
prescribed instrumentation systems.

The second component of war fighting readiness is exercises. Both the content and
timing of our combined and joint exercises successfully posture this command to
deter, defend, and decisively win a military engagement. Exercises equal deterrence!
Because of the proximity of the threat, the complexity of this theater, and our high
personnel turnover, we must conduct robust theater level exercises annually to
maintain combat readiness. Each exercise is unique and focused on a different es-
sential component of the combined war fight. The loss or reduction of dollars
to support these exercises will weaken readiness and deterrence, and ham-
per our combined forces training to fight and win.

Our vital Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff exercise support is currently
under-funded. Budget constraints have seriously impacted our joint and combined
exercise program. The combination of the increasing cost of strategic lift, and a flat-
line strategic lift budget, has degraded our exercise strategic lift capability. It would
be unwise to let this continue over the Future Years Defense Plan (FYDP).

We will try to maintain our major exercises, but we must not sacrifice realistic,
quality training opportunities in the process. Again, we must monitor our cuts care-
fully because these exercises are not hypothetical—they are the exercising of real,
“go to war” plans. Korea is the only theater in the world where real war plans drive
all exercises.

Finally, we need significant help with our headquarters operations. We anticipate
needing additional funding in this area in order to conduct day-to-day operations in
the headquarters for United Nations Command, Combined Forces Command, U.S.
Forces Korea, and Eighth U.S. Army.

Support to War Plans: The four principle categories of support to war plans are
logistics; personnel; command, control, communications, computers, and intelligence
(C4D); and intelligence capability. Although we have made great strides in recent
years, all four categories require additional support.

The distance between the northeast Asian theater and the U.S. make logistics
support a healthy challenge to overcome. The task that is most vital to our success
in Korea is the current readiness of our forward deployed forces. It is time to change
the way Korea-based units are viewed in our logistics system. Instead of considering
our forces as forward based or stationed, we must be considered “forward deployed”
in much the same manner as forces in the Balkans. The proximity of the enemy
and short warning times mandate our forces be ready to fight tonight. In order to
“fight tonight,” our units must have the supplies and equipment necessary to defeat
any attack. We will defeat any North Korean attack early, while our augmentation
forces and supplies are overcoming the tyranny of distance from the United States.
To accomplish this our forces must have a support priority equal to the highest pri-
ority of each of the four services. We intend to work through the services to improve
this posture.

Intra-theater sea and airlift form the cornerstones of our ability to integrate forces
and provide responsive theater support during conflict. We fully support the Army’s
initiative to forward station Army watercraft close to northeast Asia. We also are
avid supporters of Air Force programs that will ensure adequate availability of C—
130 and C-17 aircraft for intra-theater lift during a crisis. The geography of the Ko-
rean Peninsula makes the effective use of theater-controlled air and sealift essential
to our success.

The limitations of airlift and sealift to rapidly move forces and supplies to Korea
are a concern. We fully support the planned and continued modernization and main-
tenance of our Defense Department’s strategic enroute infrastructure.

The U.S. also needs to improve the strategic deployment triad: (1) For airlift, this
means a robust acquisition program for the C-17, increased efforts to improve the
reliability of the C-5, and strong support for the Civil Reserve Air Fleet; (2) For
sealift, this means the completion of our Ready Reserve Force and Large, Medium
Speed Roll-On, Roll-Off programs; and (3) For pre-positioning programs, this means
100 percent fill of equipment and adequate sustainment for these programs for all
services.
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Pre-positioning programs for equipment offer us the ability to reduce the strategic
movement requirements early in any conflict. In Korea, our ability to defeat a North
Korean attack is critically dependent upon the pre-positioning of key items of equip-
ment and supplies. We primarily focus on the Army’s brigade set of equipment and
supplies, the pre-positioning of critical munitions and repair parts, and the location
of assets critical to our ability to integrate and sustain forces early in the fight. Our
pre-positioning programs focus on the initial 15 to 30 days of the campaign while
the United States’ strategic sustainment base gears up. We have shortages with re-
gard to our stocks of preferred munitions, Air Force replacement parts, replacement
ground combat systems, and the Army’s pre-positioned Brigade set.

Key logistics and sustainment shortfall remains in Army Prepositioned Stocks
(APS—4). Sustainment shortfalls limit ability to reconstitute the force and sustain
missions, resulting in increasing risk. Significant major end item shortages do exist.
Lack of repair parts and major assemblies with the APS—4 sustainment stockpile
will directly impact the ability to return battle-damaged equipment to the fight. The
current funding stream does not adequately support sustainment shortfalls in APS—
4. However, the Army’s current plans are to cascade additional equipment into
APS-4 sustainment stocks over the next couple of years, thus reducing the shortfall.
We strongly support the services’ requirements to improve our ability to sustain
combat operations. Failure to support these requirements increases our risk.

The second element of supporting our war plans is personnel. Our main challenge
is the turnover of our people. In a theater with approximately 95 percent turnover
per year, the small size of our joint staff is currently our major concern. We are
manned at about 34 percent of our wartime staff requirements. In addition, new
mission areas such as force protection, information assurance, information oper-
ations, and critical infrastructure protections are being established without any au-
thorized billets. We cannot continue to handle new requirements without the man-
power to do the job. This must change. Korea cannot go on at the 34 percent man-
ning level.

We are most concerned about our command and control systems. Today, severe
deficiencies in command, control, communications, computers, and intel-
ligence (C4I) functionality impairs our ability to execute the war plan. To achieve
the information superiority that President Bush describes in A Blueprint for New
Beginnings—A Responsible Budget for America’s Priorities, we must pursue tech-
nologies that provide collaborative, interactive, real-time common operational under-
standing. This is best achieved by building a C4I architecture that embraces the
principles of network-centric warfare while leveraging emerging space based capa-
bilities and sensor to shooter technologies. We are also engaging Joint Forces Com-
mand to integrate ongoing C4I experimentation in our major peninsula exercises to
help us stay on the forefront of emerging technology. We feel this relationship will
put us in a solid position to integrate maturing technologies into our theater archi-
tecture.

Pursuing leading edge technologies alone will not guarantee success in the future.
Transitioning to modern technology requires an accompanying shift from the cur-
rent analog processes that served us well during the Cold War to the digital proc-
esses needed to address regional threats in the information age. To begin this tran-
sition, we need to balance current readiness with the imperative to pursue C4I capa-
bilities that ensure full functionality. As such, the vast majority of our anticipated
fiscal year 2002 budget for C4I supports the minimum required to sustain current
“go-to-war” systems while we expect to pursue this new vision over the Future
Years Defense Plan. This includes maintaining the funding previously earmarked
for Korea support through U.S. Army Forces Command and Army Signal Command.

Our “go-to-war” command and control (C2) systems consist of the Global Com-
mand and Control System ((GCCS), both U.S.-only and combined versions), as well
as a combined secure video teleconferencing (VT'C) system. These combined systems
are the Department of Defense’s largest and most complex bilingual command and
control systems and are absolutely imperative to commanding and controlling U.S.
and South Korean forces. Over the last 5 years, U.S. Forces Korea has had to divert
funds from other operations and maintenance programs to sustain these C2 systems.
We can no longer afford to take this approach. Our funding shortfall is significant,
but contains only what is required to maintain the status quo. We have deferred
new growth and operational enhancements to the outyears.

Any discussion of C4I must include two near term challenges—information assur-
ance and spectrum availability. These capabilities are critical to protecting our in-
vestments in C4I. Our increasing use of information systems breeds a growing de-
pendence. While this dependence does create opportunities for us to exploit adver-
sary information and information systems, it does, however, expose our own
vulnerabilities. We are pursuing a viable information assurance program to protect
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our information while defending our information systems, but we anticipate facing
a severe funding shortfall with regard to our top down driven projects. However,
this could change as a result of the defense strategy review.

I share the same concerns as other CINCs regarding the upcoming plan to sell
off major portions of the U.S. frequency spectrum. Today, we are hindered from
fielding new systems as well as training as we will fight because of host nation spec-
trum access. We will soon be fielding the Apache Longbow attack helicopter in
Korea but have not yet gained frequency approval for armistice training and oper-
ations due to conflicts with South Korean commercial telecommunications providers.
Additionally, there are no available frequencies to support unmanned aerial vehicles
during armistice, and only limited frequency approval for Joint STARS and Patriot
air defense system. Further sell-off of additional spectrum in the U.S. will reverber-
ate around the world and significantly impair on our ability to execute operations.
I strongly urge great caution in this area.

Enhancement to our intelligence capability is an absolute necessity. President
Bush’s articulation of the need for “leap-ahead technologies for new . . . intelligence
systems” (A Blueprint for New Beginnings. . . ) hits the mark in Korea. Our top
priority is to advance our intelligence backbone, the Pacific Command Automated
Data Processing Server Site Korea (PASS-K) with 21st century technology. This is
a General Defense Intelligence Budget Program (GDIP) that has operated with in-
sufficient funding for over 5 years, and is now running on fumes. I fully support
the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) requests for funding to expedite long ne-
glected modernization, and acquire next-generation improvements. Failure to do so
risks degrading our already diminished indications and warning posture while ham-
Feri&l% 'our collaboration with the entire joint intelligence community. This must be
unded!

We must improve our theater’s intelligence systems’ functionality. Our VSAT
(Very Small Aperture Terminal) satellite network provides us mobile communica-
tions, but is currently separated into three isolated networks. We intend to integrate
the three into one network, while modernizing and upgrading in the process. This
will improve capacity and reduce costs while providing much needed redundancy in
this fragile system. However, we have a funding shortfall in this program.

We need to leverage our capability to collaborate with the entire joint intelligence
community off peninsula to perform rapid targeting, battle damage assessment, and
threat analysis. We plan to install hardware and software onto the existing systems
and networks to accomplish this essential requirement. This will facilitate the inte-
gration of U.S. Forces Korea collection efforts into national databases and threat as-
sessments, seamlessly collaborating theater and national intelligence related to
Korea. Without increasing our footprint in Korea, this will increase our accessibility
to analysts at National Security Agency (NSA), DIA, and Joint Intelligence Center-
Pacific Command. We need funding support for this effort.

Finally, intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (ISR) assets must not dip
below current levels in imagery intelligence and signals intelligence (SIGINT) . . .
it must improve. Until the unmanned aerial vehicle proves itself reliable and afford-
able as a replacement for the U2, we must hold the number of U2 pilots we have
and not let this precious high-demand, low-density asset decrease on peninsula. I
also fully support the U.S. national intelligence community, particularly National
Security Agency, requests for funding to improve ISR and SIGINT capabilities.

Force Protection: The environment in Korea presents several unique challenges for
the protection of our servicemembers, civilians, and family members. While our force
protection posture continues to improve, United States Forces Korea has 95 installa-
tions across the peninsula, many quite small and remote. We have organized these
95 installations into 12 “enclaves” for more centralized planning, execution, and co-
ordination of resources and to provide a clear chain of command responsibility.

During this past year, we have reviewed and updated the force protection plans
for each of our enclaves. We are now taking the next step by exercising these plans,
using likely terrorist scenarios, to continue to improve them. I have established a
U.S. Forces Korea level “Tiger Team” to conduct an exercise at each of our enclaves
during this fiscal year. Each exercise is preceded by a “Red Team” assessment,
which simulates a terrorist group attempting to penetrate and attack one of our in-
stallations. We have conducted four of these exercises thus far. We have shared the
lessons learned from each of these with the joint community and all of our units
as we continue to refine our force protection plans.

We have identified four systemic force protection concerns within United States
Forces Korea: lack of standoff, access to installations, off-post housing, and off-post
activities.

Our most resource intensive vulnerability is lack of standoff. Urban encroachment
on our installations, decaying infrastructure, and the lack of available real estate
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for force protection modifications contribute to the vulnerabilities. In the short term
we have used Joint Staff Combating Terrorism Initiative Funds to install blast walls
and mylar coating in limited areas to protect our most critical facilities. Our Land
Partnership Plan addresses some of our long-term weaknesses. This plan will shift
many of our installations and training areas from urban centers to rural areas and
allow us to move more of our people onto our installations.

Access to our installations poses another significant challenge. We have taken
positive steps to improve our access control through implementation of a fingerprint
scanning identification system and reducing the number of non-U.S. Forces Korea
persons who can be sponsored onto our facilities. The Army currently fully funds
our contract security guard force that maintains installation access control and pe-
rimeter security without diverting soldiers to this task. Continued funding is vital.

We are conducting a complete study of off-post housing and temporary lodging to
assess our vulnerability and determine appropriate protection policies. Our long-
term goal is to substantially reduce the number of personnel being housed off-post
through increased construction of on-post quarters. In the near term we execute a
very proactive force protection public awareness program for those living or travel-
ing off post.

We have routinely conducted force protection assessments for all high profile off-
post activities and events. We have expanded risk assessments to assess our
vulnerabilities with regard to the lower profile activities such as inter-camp bus
routes and personnel attending college classes on local campuses. We continue to
look for and implement innovative ways to mitigate our vulnerabilities and educate
our personnel and their families on threat avoidance. We believe force protection
funding shortfalls will be significant for fiscal year 2002, and we need your help to
ensure our American personnel are properly protected.

Future Force Development: As technology advances we must constantly seek inno-
vative improvements to our capabilities through force development. We support the
efforts of the research and development community, and would benefit most from
improved intelligence analysis capability; ability to locate and track weapons of mass
destruction; protection against nuclear, biological, and chemical attack; ability to de-
feat hard and deeply buried targets; and missile defense.

We are excited about the Army’s transformation concepts and I am pushing for
the stationing of one Interim Brigade Combat Team (IBCT) in Korea to replace one
existing brigade. This will provide the maneuverability and combat power necessary
to operate in the mountainous and increasing urbanized terrain of Korea. It will
also prepare us to refocus the Army’s forward deployed forces in Korea to a regional
role. The IBCT provides a rapidly deployable ground force to complement Air Force
Aerospace Expeditionary Forces, and Marine Expeditionary Forces, and Navy Am-
phibious Ready Groups and Carrier Battle Groups as U.S. Forces Korea’s role tran-
sitions to that of northeast Asia regional security.

Quality of Life: Quality of life, our final command priority, is a basic element of
overall readiness and is critical to our mission. As stated in President Bush’s A
Blueprint for New Beginnings. . ., “we cannot honor our servicemen and woman
and yet allow substandard housing and inadequate compensation levels to endure.”
The Korean peninsula faces shortfalls in both areas. The investment philosophy of
“50 years of presence in Korea . . . 1 year at a time” has taken a severe toll on
our housing, infrastructure, and morale. Personnel tempo is 365 days a year in this
“hardship tour” area. Our servicemembers wake each day within artillery range of
our adversary knowing he will be the one who decides if we go to war. Our intent
is to make a Korean tour the assignment of choice for our military personnel by pro-
viding the best quality of life possible. Our goal is a quality of life that is com-
parable to other overseas assignments. This is clearly not the case today. A Korea
assignment today involves the greatest loss of pay in the military, the highest com-
mand declination rate, the highest “no show” rate in the U.S. Army, and the poorest
quality of life of any permanent change of station assignment in the military. We
have a plan but we need help. To attack these problems, we need to address Pay
and Morale, Housing and Infrastructure, and MILCON.

Even with the great assistance we received from Congress last year, we continue
to face grim conditions regarding housing and infrastructure throughout this com-
mand. Nearly 40 percent of the servicemembers in U.S. Forces Korea live in inad-
equate quarters. Overcrowded facilities force us to billet many unaccompanied per-
sonnel off-post, increasing their personal risk and cost of living. Unaccompanied
housing and dining facilities suffer from rapid deterioration and excessive wear
through overcrowding and lack of real property maintenance and repair (RPM)
funding. Some military personnel still live in quonset huts and Vietnam-era pre-fab-
ricated buildings. However, if funded, by 2008 the barracks will be upgraded to an
acceptable standard. Fifteen percent of all buildings in the command are between
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40 and 80 years old and 32 percent are classified as temporary buildings. In 1999
and 2000 alone, the command suffered 295 electrical power and 467 water supply
outages from decaying infrastructure.

The lack of adequate family housing is the most serious quality of life issue we
face in Korea. It contributes to high personnel turbulence and discontinuity, de-
grades morale and productivity, resulting in high assignment declinations and re-
tention problems for our services. Indeed, Korea’s uniqueness as a yearlong unac-
companied tour has been purchased at a price. We provide government owned and
leased housing for 1,987 personnel—less than 10 percent of our married
servicemembers—compared to more than 70 percent in Europe and Japan. Our goal
is to increase the command-sponsored rate for Korea.

The solution is to raise the quality of life for personnel that serve in Korea, and
we have a plan. This current plan includes new construction and leasing local hous-
ing units. We intend to apply more than half of this cost from our host nation con-
struction funding to build 4,200 of the 6,300 units needed over the next 20 years,
but we will need your help to fund family housing construction. In addition, we need
leased housing (800 units authorized by Title 10 now, and add an additional 2,000
units to expand the command sponsored population). This year’s “New Housing
Project” budget includes 60 new units at Camp Humphreys. This project must not
be cut. A total of 6,300 units across the peninsula are required.

Congressional funding that you provided last year has enabled us to improve
water distribution systems at Kunsan and Osan Air Bases, and improve existing
barracks at Camp Carroll, Camp Hovey, and Camp Page. Nevertheless, chronic
under-funding of military construction (MILCON) funding for Korea during the past
15 years and the interruption of MILCON dollars for our command between 1991
and 1994 has limited our ability to give our servicemembers the quality of life they
deserve. We desperately need to execute a comprehensive construction program and
begin to eliminate the unacceptable living and working conditions in aging facilities
that U.S. forces in Korea face every day.

Aging facilities are also more costly to maintain. Under funding of RPM exacer-
bates an already serious problem with troop housing, dining facilities, work areas,
and infrastructure. We hope to receive additional funding that will allow us to keep
the doors open to our facilities and make emergency repairs only. It will still leave
us short of our total requirement.

Finally, utilities costs are soaring. This is an area where increasing costs can no
longer be absorbed. Oil costs are up 60 percent. Electricity is up 5 percent and
scheduled to go up 15 percent more. Because of these increased energy costs, we an-
ticipate needing additional funds.

In summary, we work our command priorities through a balanced readiness ap-
proach—carefully addressing combat readiness, infrastructure, and quality of life
with limited resources. Our ability to fight and win decisively is tied to proper bal-
ance in all of these essential areas. Overall, our top priorities for fiscal year
2002 are as follows: (1) C4I architecture modernization and protection, (2)
Combat readiness: air and ground battle simulation centers, (3) Anti-terror-
ism and force protection, (4) Environmental protection and damage mitiga-
tion, (5) Real property maintenance, and (6) Family housing.

CONCLUSION

We would like to leave you with five thoughts:

First, we want to emphasize that the support of Congress and the Amer-
ican people is vitally important to our future in Korea. We thank you for all
you have done. However, we must also ensure that our resolve is consistent and
visible so that North Korea, or any other potential adversary, cannot misinterpret
it. We have an investment of over 50 years in this region. I believe we should con-
tinue to build on it to guarantee the stability that is so important to the people of
Korea, northeast Asia, and to our own national interests. We urge committee mem-
bers to come to Korea and see first-hand the importance of the American military
presence and the strength and vitality of the United States—Republic of Korea alli-
ance.

Second, the North Korean military continues to increase its nonconven-
tional threat and conduct large-scale training exercises in spite of severe
economic problems and a perception of a thawing relationship between
North and South Korea. North Korea’s continued growth in military capability
and the intent implied, amounts to a continued significant threat. Now, more than
ever, the strength of the Republic of Korea—United States alliance, built on a foun-
dation of teamwork and combined training, provides both nations with a powerful
deterrent as well as the readiness to fight and win. Make no mistake; there is no
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“peace dividend” yet in the Korean theater at this time. The North Korean threat
to peace and stability in northeast Asia will not fundamentally diminish until the
North engages in tangible military confidence building measures, both now and in
the future, that are verifiable and reciprocal.

Third, this is the second year of commemorations recognizing the signifi-
cance of the 50th anniversary of the Korean War, viewed by many of our
veterans as the “forgotten war.” We are committed to honoring the brave veter-
ans living and dead and hope you can join us in Korea for these commemorations
to remember their sacrifice.

Fourth, now and in the future, the U.S. and northeast Asian nations can-
not secure their interests and economic prosperity without credible, rap-
idly-deployable, air/land/sea forces in Korea. Presence is security, commitment
to friends, and access into the region. As the only presence on the mainland of east
Asia, U.S. forces in Korea will play a vital role in the future peace and stability of
the region.

Finally, you can be justifiably proud of all the exceptional things the sol-
diers, sailors, airmen, marines, and Defense Department civilians continue
to do with great spirit and conviction. They remain our most valuable asset.
They sacrifice for our Nation every day. This is why we remain so firm that we owe
all those who faithfully serve proper resources for training, a quality infrastructure,
and an adequate quality of life. Again, thank you for this opportunity to share our
thoughts with you.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you.

We will have a 6-minute round of questioning for each member.

I am going to lead right off, General Schwartz. During the course
of President Bush’s campaign, he addressed the serious problems
associated with retention of our middle grade officer corps and sen-
ior enlisted. One of the root problems was over-deployment. While
you speak with great pride as to the number of times that you and
your subordinates have served in Korea, nonetheless, President
Bush and Secretary Rumsfeld and the team have to look to deter-
mine whether or not there are areas of the world in which we can
reduce the U.S. presence which, in turn, hopefully will reduce the
number of deployments. In our judgment—at least mine—the last
administration was over-deployed with our Armed Forces and un-
derfunded.

Now, is your AOR one in which the Bush team can look at and
determine, based on your recommendations, that there is a basis
for a reduction of the total number of personnel which, in turn,
would reflect Army-wide fewer deployments?

General SCHWARTZ. I think my answer to that, Senator Warner,
would be this. With the current situation like it is, with the threat
as we see it, with the words that I used, “bigger, better, closer,
deadlier,” I would not recommend any cut or reduction of force in
the Korean peninsula at this time. If, however, in the future we go
down the path of reconciliation, if we go down the path of con-
fidence-building measures that are verifiable and reciprocal, and
we see that the north takes the actions—not the words, as you in-
dicated in your opening statement, but the actions—to reduce the
tension and to reduce the threat, then there could be a concomitant
reduction of troops. But until we reach that period of time, I would
not recommend to do so.

Chairman WARNER. You were present before this committee last
year and have rejoined us this year. Is your AOR in your judgment
subj‘e;ct to greater tensions and threat or about the same as last
year?

General SCHWARTZ. Sir, I have to tell you the threat has gotten
identifiably better in those areas that I talked about, and I can be



122

more specific in a closed session. But the threat is better than we
saw it last year. They are training at a higher level.

Chairman WARNER. When you say it is better, in other words, it
places a more serious threat to our forces and those of South
Korea.

General SCHWARTZ. Right, sir. I think the threat is more serious
today than it was last year when I testified.

Chairman WARNER. Let us start off with your AOR, Admiral
Blair. What about the threat condition last year when you ap-
peared before this committee versus this year?

Admiral BLAIR. Sir, the concerns that you have about the strain
on our people of operations I think are more true of other theaters
than of the Pacific Command. I would, in fact, point to the East
Timor operation as an operation in which we were able to come up
with some very creative ways of working within an international
coalition in order not to have large deployments of U.S. forces.

Right now we have 12 on-the-ground personnel in Dili, East
Timor. That is down from about 500 last year. The rest of our pres-
ence is visits by Navy ships and often embarked Marine units. For
instance, we have the Boxer Amphibious Ready Group with its em-
barked Marine Expeditionary Unit making a visit during its regu-
larly scheduled deployment.

So, we are taking advantage of the deployment capability we
have within the force to get the job done. All of our ships are with-
in their personnel tempo (PERSTEMPO) limits, and the same is
basically true for the other services.

Chairman WARNER. Do you feel that within your AOR there
could be some reduction in deployments, thereby reflecting on less-
ening the overall stress in the Navy on deployments and hopefully
improving retention?

Admiral BrAIR. I do not think the PERSTEMPO is a factor in re-
tention in the Pacific theater. I think we are in good balance, sir.

Chairman WARNER. Returning again to the work that you per-
form—and it is a very valuable contribution to this most difficult
decision that is facing our President with regard to how to struc-
ture this year’s arms package for Taiwan—did you have consulta-
tions with our allies and friends, other nations in this region, and
are their thoughts factored in? Because if we had the misfortune
of an outbreak of hostilities requiring the presence or enhancement
of U.S. forces to, hopefully, either stabilize or prevent it or, indeed,
confront this problem, it would impact the entire region. Therefore,
I think consultation with our allies should be a factor to be taken
into consideration as we structure this package. All I need to know
is procedurally, have you and your subordinates done that?

Admiral BLAIR. We did not have specific discussions on the par-
ticular Taiwanese request this year. It is something that we dis-
cuss in general terms with allies, but there is not a procedure for
a specific consultation with them.

We do have specific consultations with the Taiwanese delegation
itself. It comes to Washington to present the requests, along with
rationale, and then it visits my headquarters in an unofficial capac-
ity also to discuss it.
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Chairman WARNER. As you look at the relations between China
and Taiwan and compare those relationships today with 1 year ago,
do you believe the tensions are about the same or higher?

Admiral BLAIR. About the same, sir.

Chairman WARNER. Now, as you look at the military situation
with a trend in China of putting in place specific installations, mis-
siles foremost, they are predicated presumably solely for the bal-
ance of military power between China and Taiwan. Given that I
think I understood you to say that that trend is increasing on be-
half of China and therefore places upon Taiwan the need to en-
hance its own defenses, will the arms packages now being con-
structed in your judgment result in a balancing of this trend
brought about by the initiatives in China?

Admiral BLAIR. My recommendation is to take the actions nec-
essary to maintain that balance, and I believe that balance is well
attainable under current conditions. There have been improve-
ments in the People’s Liberation Army (PLA), as I said. It is a
mixed picture as far as the advanced weaponry goes. There have
also been improvements in the Taiwanese Armed Forces as they
also bring new systems on line. So, what you are talking about is
the balance here, and that is the way my staff, my components,
and I evaluate it.

Chairman WARNER. But in simple language, given the trend of
increases you see on the behalf of China in its defense, increased
spending, and the placement of missiles, that balance will no
longer be present unless there is an enhancement of the arms
package to Taiwan. Is that correct?

Admiral BLAIR. There has to be an enhancement of Taiwan’s ca-
pability through a combination of what they buy from us, what
they manufacture from us, and what they buy from others.

Chairman WARNER. To bring that back in balance again.

Admiral BLAIR. To maintain the balance.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you.

Senator Levin.

Senator LEVIN. General Pace, one of the conclusions that Sen-
ators Reed, Ben Nelson, Bill Nelson, and I reached following our
visit to Colombia was that—and here I am quoting—*“the continued
strengthening, modernization, and professionalization of the Co-
lombian military is the best hope for weakening the narco-
traffickers’ strangle-hold on Colombian society, advancing the rule
of law to protect the rights of all Colombians, and ending the mas-
s}ilve ?violations of human rights in Colombia.” Would you agree with
that?

General PACE. Sir, I agree with that 100 percent.

Senator LEVIN. Could you tell us, General, about your views as
to how serious you believe the Colombian army leadership is to end
the cooperation between the Colombian army units in the field and
the paramilitaries?

General PACE. Senator, thank you.

I am convinced that the senior leadership is dedicated to do that.
I have been to Colombia seven times, sir. I have had the pleasure
of meeting, on various occasions, with President Pastrana; on al-
most every occasion, Minister of Defense Ramirez; and on every oc-
casion, General Tapias, who is their chairman, and the service



124

chiefs of the Army, Navy, and Air Force. We have had discussions.
We have visited field units. We have talked both about human
rights violations and about collusion with the paramilitary.

The Army of Colombia initially attacked the problem that they
had with human rights. They have embedded in their training pro-
gram human rights training. As an example of the success they
have had there, 2 years ago about 60 percent of the accusations of
human rights abuse inside Colombia were against the Colombian
military. This past year, just under 2 percent of all accusations of
human rights abuse was against the Colombian military. The Co-
lombian military’s standing within the public has raised from num-
ber 10 in public opinion polls to number 1. So, the Colombian mili-
tary has, in fact, taken on the human rights responsibilities that
they have with vigor.

They have now turned that same focus onto collusion with the
paramilitary.

Senator LEVIN. In an attempt to end it.

General PACE. Correct, sir. The leadership understands that it
has been going on. They understand that it is unacceptable. They
have undertaken to train their units in that regard, and in fact
they have specifically said that they view the paramilitaries and,
in their words, the “illegal self-defense forces,” to be the largest
long-term threat to the survival of their democracy. Colombia uses
the term illegal self-defense forces, because they think the use of
paramilitary gives the organizations too much credibility.

Senator LEVIN. Thank you.

Admiral Blair, on the question of Chinese military spending, I
understand there has been about a 17 percent hike in military
spending in China. But most experts have previously concluded
that China put economic development above military moderniza-
tion. I am wondering whether in your view the hike in military
spending means that the Chinese leadership has changed its prior-
ities.

Admiral BLAIR. No, Senator, I do not believe it does. It is inter-
esting. The Chinese proudly announced a 17.7 percent increase,
and when I asked 17.7 percent of what, the answers got a little
vague. Chinese military budget accounting is evolving, to put it
charitably, opaque to put it more realistically. There are various
items off budget, and clearly the claims that they make of an over-
all spending of on the order of less than $20 billion just does not
make any sense.

That being said, I do not believe that the fundamental priorities
of the Chinese Government have changed. The Chinese officers
that I talked to clearly feel underfunded. They feel that they are
not being given the resources that they need, and the government
leaders, according to the most careful estimates that I have, are
keeping them underfunded.

Senator LEVIN. Thank you.

Admiral, this goes to both you and General Schwartz. It has to
do with the Perry recommendations, the two-track policy approach
that he recommended relative to North Korea. I understand that
he worked carefully with your command, General Schwartz, and I
believe also with the Pacific Command before those recommenda-
tions were made. It is my understanding that his recommendations
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had the full support of both commands. Is that correct? I could ask
either or both of you.

Admiral BLAIR. I can start because I was there, Senator Levin,
when Secretary Perry was doing his study. The fundamental pieces
of what he recommended, that we must maintain the deterrent ca-
pability, that we must consult closely with both Japan and Korea,
and that we should pursue a policy of offering Korea a balanced set
of incentives to stop the behavior that was dangerous to its neigh-
bors and to us in return for relief with their diplomatic and eco-
nomic isolation was certainly something that we supported.

General SCHWARTZ. I think I add, sir, that the Perry process was
a comprehensive review, and it went across the Agreed Framework
of the missile moratorium. Certainly from what I hear from the ad-
ministration right now that same comprehensive review is taking
place, looking at everything that is in place and reviewing what we
had done in the past and trying to make recommendations to move
forward. So, I think it is a starting point certainly for all of us. As
I testified last year, I think the Perry process took us a long way
towards where we find ourselves on the peninsula at this time in
terms of negotiation and even the summit that we have had and
some of the historic things that have taken place in the last year.

Senator LEVIN. Did he work carefully with your command before
making those recommendations?

General SCHWARTZ. Sir, he did. In fact, I was almost flab-
bergasted at the amount of time that he spent on the peninsula
talking to us and working with us in developing his recommenda-
tions.

Senator LEVIN. Did the recommendations have the support of
your command?

General SCHWARTZ. Yes, sir, they did.

Senator LEVIN. On the question of the Framework Agreement, it
has kept North Korea from producing enough plutonium for dozens
of nuclear weapons. Are we better off militarily if North Korea does
not have those additional weapons, does not produce that addi-
tional plutonium? Does that leave us better off?

General SCHWARTZ. Sir, I do not think there is any doubt about
it. If they are not producing fissile material, they are not then able
to produce the nuclear weapons that we are so concerned about. So,
when we have an agreement like the Agreed Framework and it
freezes that capability, at least at two locations, like it has, that
is beneficial. There is no doubt.

Senator LEVIN. Just a quick brief answer, if I can, from each of
you. As the CINCs, can you tell us whether or not you are partici-
pating in the strategy review that is going on now in the Defense
Department? Can you just tell us if you have an active role now
in that strategy review?

General SCHWARTZ. Sir, I will give you an example for Korea.
Ambassador Hubbard is there right now with a team that is the
policy formulation team for this current administration. It’s on the
peninsula for the next 3 or 4 days, briefing some draft rec-
ommendations, getting feedback from us, as well as the Koreans,
then moving on to Japan. So, that process is active and taking
place on the peninsula.

Senator LEVIN. Admiral, are you actively involved in that review?
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Admiral BLAIR. Are you talking about the review of North Ko-
rean policy?

Senator LEVIN. No, generally.

Admiral BrLAIR. The overall strategy review. Yes, sir, I am in-
volved in the overall strategy review.

Senator LEVIN. Thank you.

General PACE. Sir, Secretary Rumsfeld gave me a draft last night
and asked me to be prepared to discuss it with him tonight.

Senator LEVIN. Great. Thanks.

Chairman WARNER. Senator Inhofe.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

General Schwartz, you used in your opening statement the term
“well-trained, fit-to-fight.” I have visited you in different incarna-
tions that you have had, and one thing I have noticed is you are
able to get fitness programs squeezed out of nothing. Are you satis-
fied with your quality of life and your fitness program there?

General SCHWARTZ. Sir, I am not, to be honest with you. I am
looking hard at the fitness programs. I am looking hard at the
quality of life, and I am trying to articulate some of our needs. I
have done so in my formal statement, and I am doing so as I make
visits around to Congress and the Senators. So, I am trying to ar-
ticulate a better effort in that regard.

We are trained and ready, but when we look at the infrastruc-
ture and we look at the quality of life aspects of Korea, 50 years,
1 year at a time, there is a lot of work that needs to be done to
get that theater and that peninsula up to speed.

Senator INHOFE. When you talk about when you look up north
the threat that is up there, I know that right now they are review-
ing a lot of this new equipment that we are talking about, such as
the Crusader, but do you see a real need for a high rate of fire ar-
tillery piece in terms of reducing the threat that you are facing?

General SCHWARTZ. Senator Inhofe, I do. One of the imbalances
we have on the peninsula is artillery. The capability of the North
Koreans—they have the world’s largest stockpile of multiple rocket
launchers. They have the world’s largest artillery force for such a
small nation. I am very concerned about that capability, and any-
thing we can do in the south to offset that to bring that into bal-
ance with respect to the Crusader or any other artillery systems,
I would be in favor of.

Senator INHOFE. Yes, because we are right now deficient com-
pared to them in the rapid fire realm.

General Pace, this is not consistent with what we are supposed
to be asking at this hearing, but because of something else that is
going on right now and because of the Pace-Fallon report that you
were involved in, I would just like to ask you the question. As far
as Vieques is concerned, I made an effort to see all of the possible
alternative sites and came back satisfied that there is none.

But just recently the two sites in Nevis came up. Since they were
not on my list to go see, I would like to ask if you remember why
they were or were not alternatives for this type of integrated train-
ing.

General PACE. Sir, Admiral Fallon and I looked at that early on
in our deliberations for the report we provided. It did not make the



127

final cut because it lies in the path of a very heavily trafficked civil
aircraft area.

Senator INHOFE. So, neither one of those made your list to exam-
ine.

General PACE. That is correct.

Senator INHOFE. Admiral Blair, when Senator Warner talked
about how you would assess the threat today relative to 5 years
ago, you thought for a while and said, about the same. I think your
answer is probably accurate, but it is very serious. It was 5 years
ago, as I recall, when China was putting on its show there in the
Taiwan Straits. I think at that time it was to influence the elec-
tions. That is when one of the high officials said we are not con-
cerned about America intervening because they would rather de-
fend Los Angeles than Taipei.

Then more recently, when they made the statement that war
with America is inevitable—now, these are things that have been
happening over the last 5 years.

Then just a few months ago, when you met privately with some
of the Chinese generals in Beijjing and informed them that the
United States stands ready to defend Taiwan in the event of Chi-
nese attack, according to one official, he dismissed your statement
as a laughable bluster.

Now, in light of the buildup that is going on there, we talked
about the budget. We have not talked about the fact that they are
buying an unknown number of SU-27s, SU-30s, things that are as
good or better than those things that we have right now. Even
though you assess the threat the same today, I did not want that
answer to imply that, for some reason, it is not that serious.

Admiral BLAIR. Sir, no, I was answering the question about there
is a relative threat today.

I read that same newspaper article, and I do not know what the
hell they were talking about. When I talk to Chinese officials and
tell them that we can take care of our responsibilities there, they
do not dismiss it one bit. In fact, quite the contrary.

Senator INHOFE. In your opening statement, you talked about
readiness and some of your problems. In terms of readiness, I
would like to ask both of the Generals to respond in the same way.
What is the nature of your readiness problems for the RPM ac-
counts, quality of life, which I always consider to be a readiness
issue, not a personnel issue, force structure? What are your readi-
ness problems, General Pace and then General Schwartz?

General PACE. Sir, in my area of responsibility, I have very few
troops actually assigned to me. I get all troops deployed to me from
the Joint Forces Command under the authority of the Secretary.
So, I am very fortunate in that the troops who come to work in the
SOUTHCOM AOR are, in fact, fully trained and ready to perform.

Senator INHOFE. You do not have the problem.

General PACE. So, I do not have readiness problems. That is
right, sir.

Senator INHOFE. General Schwartz.

General SCHWARTZ. I think I would comment on it just to rein-
force a couple that I started my opening statement with. Some of
the readiness concerns that I have, of course, are in the C4I area,
command and control and the protection of our command and con-



128

trol facilities in terms of hardening and in terms of the fiber optics
we need. I would say that was number one.

The upgrading of our battle simulation center so we can have the
robust exercises that we have, and the sustainment of dollars to
conduct those exercises is very important to us.

The force protection effort, as I indicated, is tremendously impor-
tant because we found ourselves all over that peninsula and we
find ourselves in a situation now where we have not been able to
take the force protection measures that we are confident that we
need to take for the future. So, we will need some dollars to fix
some of that.

Then, of course, I would just maybe end with this, the RPM, the
real property maintenance account. We have a tremendous need for
dollars to fix some of the things that are 30- and 40-years-old that
we just have not been able to fix. Those dollars are in the millions,
and we just need to get our hands around that and some money
to fix some of the things.

Senator INHOFE. By the very nature of an RPM account, that is
something that should be done immediately. Yet, you do have a
great need there, just as the other CINCs do that we have talked
to. That seems to be consistent.

General SCHWARTZ. Yes, sir. There is no doubt.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you very much.

General PACE. Senator, if I may, I answered your question based
on the troops and equipment that deploys to my AOR. To be more
complete in my answer, I can give you a very thorough answer
about ISR in the closed session.

Senator INHOFE. Very good. Thank you.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much, Senator.

Senator Dayton.

Senator DAYTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

General Schwartz, I noticed that you are originally from St. Paul,
Minnesota, and your distinguished service greatly enhances your
native State. So, thank you.

General SCHWARTZ. Thank you very much.

Senator DAYTON. You spoke briefly and you mentioned that you
had discussed this at greater length with the Chairman about the
treatment of our service men and women who are deployed, as well
as their families who are left behind. I had the very sad duty last
week to go to Fort Bragg to attend the memorial service for an
Army Ranger, Sergeant Troy Westburg from Minnesota, who was
deployed to Kuwait, his first overseas tour of service, and 1 month
later was returned home to his family with the loss of his life. So,
it underscored to me the sacrifices that these men and women are
prepared to make and are sometimes called upon to make are very
real. For their families, the separation over that period of time at
best is a hardship and at worst is a lifelong tragedy.

So, I wonder if you could elaborate on your brief comment about
how the rations and other ways in which these families are sub-
jected to what you would consider unfair, undue hardship finan-
cially and otherwise and what can we do, what should we do to re-
mediate that?

General SCHWARTZ. Thank you very much, sir. I appreciate the
opportunity to comment on that.
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The separation is tough. It is long. It is hard. When you look into
the eyes of these great people, you can see the hurt. There is a hurt
there. They serve and they are willing to do that. That is what they
signed up for. There is tremendous opportunity on that peninsula
for them to train and do the things that they love. So, there is a
hurt but there is also a love of what they do.

But if you just look on the hurt side and the quality of life side,
we need to improve the barracks situation over there. We need to
improve the quality of life over there in terms of the facilities that
we have, dining facilities and gyms. So, we need to pick up on that.

But when you get into the individual soldier, sailor, airman, and
marine, I think there are a couple of things we can do. We can look
at this whole issue of separate rations, which I commented on, be-
cause when they deploy to that theater and they leave that family
and that spouse behind, that is a big hurt. That is about a $4,000
a year hurt that she or he has when they are deployed away from
home for a year. So, we need to take a hard look at that and see
if we are doing the right thing there and see if we can provide the
means to give it back to them, or at least not take it away.

The second thing is—and I have talked several times about
this—we ought to look seriously about a tax exclusion for these
folks because when they are deployed in other areas of the world,
when they are deployed to the Balkans, when they are deployed to
Kuwait, we give these great soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines
a tax exclusion. It is a tremendous boost in morale. It is a tremen-
dous vote of confidence for their sacrifice when they are deployed
away from home. It helps that family back home. It helps that sol-
dier say, this is not hurting me as much when I am gone for a year,
and it kind of covers some of those hidden expenses.

I have been doing some surveys about those hidden expenses,
and they are anywhere from $4,000 to $6,000 out of each service-
member’s pocket per year. Plus the separate rations hurt. When
you add that all together, you are starting to talk about $10,000
to $12,000 that a servicemember has to pay to serve away from
home. So, there are some things that we need to do and take a
hard look at to try to help them when they are repetitively going
back to a theater like Korea.

Senator DAYTON. Thank you, sir.

If you have any specifics on that, being a freshman member of
this committee, you can help educate me and also additional rem-
edies. I would appreciate if you would send those to me. Thank
you.

General SCHWARTZ. Thank you, sir. We will do. I will follow up
on that.

Senator DAYTON. Thank you very much.

General Pace, you mentioned Colombia. We have had a couple of
briefings on that, including a meeting with the Defense Minister of
Colombia. Some of the comments that he made struck a note in my
memory bank. He referred to the light at the end of the tunnel in
the situation there. Your testimony, sir, refers to the increased
paramilitary activity, kidnappings, and the like which seems, given
our involvement in what some might view as the domestic affairs
of that country, would be almost a natural follow-on to what we are
doing.
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I understand that these policies are made by civilian authorities,
but from a military standpoint, how do you view realistically the
situation there?

As a corollary to that, I appreciate that in your prepared re-
marks you referred to this illicit drug industry as a growing threat
to the United States homeland which corroborates in my own view
that one of, if not the greatest, threat to our national security is
this flow of illicit drugs into this country and the devastating effect
it is having on our cities, our youth, and the like.

What, if anything, from a military standpoint could we do to in-
crease the interdiction of these narcotics coming into this country
to make the transport of them something that would be seen as so
life-threatening that we would have a greater deterrence on those
who are trafficking, it seems often without impunity?

General PACE. Senator, thank you very much. I will try to give
you the Reader’s Digest version of the answer to both those very
important questions.

With regard to the situation, sir, President Pastrana’s Plan Co-
lombia, which we are supporting through the bipartisan support of
our Congress, has 10 very distinct parts, one of which is the mili-
tary piece. The other nine are such things as revamping the judici-
ary, improving the schools, improving the health, building roads,
alternative crop development, and all the kinds of things that will
actually be the make or break part of the plan and will determine
whether or not it is successful in the future. But to get there, the
military and police are providing a secure environment, which al-
lows the other nine parts to take place and is very important.

Today, the combined capabilities of the Colombian military and
Colombian police is not sufficient to provide security for the entire
country. They can, in fact, do set-piece battles and win. They can
go to a particular part of the country, take control of it, and sustain
that control, but they are not large enough to be able to provide
security for the entire country.

As a result of that, the military support that we are providing
in the form of assisting them to train their counternarcotics bri-
gade and assisting them through our State Department to obtain
helicopters and to marry up the helicopters with the counter-
narcotics brigade is, in fact, helping them very much.

The plan by President Pastrana to increase the size of his mili-
tary by 10,000 a year, each year for the next several years will, in
fact, go a long way toward allowing him to have the size force and
thedprofessional size force to be able to provide the security he
needs.

So, from my perspective, the plan as laid out, if aggressively pur-
sued, can in fact reach the goal for which it is intended, sir.

To your second question, sir, as far as threat to the homeland,
sir, I consider drugs to be a weapon of mass destruction. It is a
threat to our homeland. If I had $1 to spend, I would spend it on
demand reduction. The second place I would spend money is in the
source zone we are helping right now, and the third place I would
spend money would be in the transit zone. The reason I put it in
that priority is that is where I believe our efforts will provide the
most success in the long term. It is very difficult, once it is pro-
duced and it begins its transit to the United States, through the
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eastern Pacific, up through Central America, through the Carib-
bean, up through the islands, to chase those arrows once they have
left the bow to try to catch them in flight or determine where they
are going to land.

Senator DAYTON. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much, Senator.

We will now hear from Senator Smith.

Senator SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Admiral Blair, I was reading excerpts of some remarks you made
recently in a speech regarding the concept of security communities.
Some of what you say makes sense. A couple of things concern me.
Let me just briefly pull out a couple of lines and then ask for your
comment.

The prevalent way of thinking about international relations
throughout Asia and the Pacific is in balance of power.

You go on to say that is the world of Bismarck in 19th century
Europe. An alternative approach, offering the prospect of a brighter
future in Asia and better suited to the concerns of the 21st century
is one in which states cooperate in areas of shared interest, such
as peaceful development, diplomacy promotion, and the use of ne-
gotiation. In essence, it would be preferable to promote security
communities as opposed to the old balance of power.

Then you go on to say the problem is not force structure. It’s zero
sum balance of power mindsets and ambiguous intentions, fueled
by ethnic and religious zeal, et cetera.

Then you say here part of the answer lies in developing regional,
multilateral approaches to common security challenges. The most
effective method is to develop policy coordination, including com-
bined military cooperation, on a particular regional security mili-
tary issue or a series of related security issues.

I understand where you are coming from in terms of trying to
relax tensions and work together in a community sense, a security
community. But combined military cooperation, if you were to move
that to a region such as the Taiwan Straits and try to come up
with a common security community, how would you do that in such
a region as that?

My understanding of the military cooperation with China is it is
a one-way street. We give and they give nothing. So, I am very con-
cerned about that particular statement as to how it may apply to
China in your region of AOR.

Admiral BLAIR. Sir, I think in our relationship with China, we
have areas in which our interests coincide and we have areas in
which we are at odds. Clearly, Taiwan is the area where we are
most at odds because they reserve the right to use force and we re-
serve the right for them not to use force.

On the other hand, there are many areas in which the interests
of the two countries run parallel: resolving the Korean Peninsula
situation peacefully without conflict, ensuring that southeast Asia
is a region which is secure and developing peacefully, the flow of
oil from the Persian Gulf, on which China is becoming dependent,
and many other allies of the United States of that region are de-
pendent on, transnational issues such as narcotics. General Pace
was talking about narcotics coming up from Colombia. There is also
a flow from the Golden Triangle through southern China out to all
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countries in the region. It is affecting China. It is affecting other
countries in southeast Asia. Part of it comes to the United States.
Terrorism, which is a threat to both of our countries.

In addition, virtually all of those areas that I have talked about
are areas that are not just in China’s and the United States’ inter-
est. They are in the interest of the other countries in the region.
North Korea is the interest of all of the countries in the region.
Transnational issues are in the interest of all. Southeast Asian sta-
bility is in the interest of all.

So, I believe that in those areas, the United States, China, and
other countries can cooperate, including military cooperation on
things like peacekeeping, disaster relief, basically the non-
warfighting military cooperative areas. I think we can develop
areas in which we can productively work together and stand a bet-
ter chance of isolating the holdovers from past conflicts, such as the
Korean standoff, such as the Taiwan Strait standoff. So, I think it
offers a way for China to develop constructively and for the United
States and other countries to make that same approach.

Senator SMITH. Did you make any recommendations to Secretary
Rumsfeld on Taiwan arms sales?

Admiral BrAIRr. T did.

Senator SMITH. I assume you choose to keep those private at this
point.

Admiral BLAIR. I would rather let the decision process play out,
sir.

Senator SMITH. All right.

Again, in the Taiwan Straits and looking at any possibility of
what you call a security community, we have reports, at least from
Taiwanese newspapers, about the Chinese using the Russian-made
Sunburn missile in the region. The most significant purpose of that
missile is to take out an aircraft carrier, to “kill it” is the exact
term that they use. That sends to me a pretty clear message from
the Chinese that they are intent on countering the U.S. Seventh
Fleet’s presence in the Taiwan Straits. With all due respect, I do
not see how there can be shared or combined military cooperation
with a country that is basically threatening our entire Seventh
Fleet carrier force out there.

What are we doing now to be able to protect our forces from any
possible attack from a Sunburn missile, especially the several thou-
sand men and women who would be on an aircraft carrier? What
countermeasures are we taking to that missile being introduced
into the region?

Admiral BLAIR. The Seventh Fleet, in conjunction with the other
forces that I can bring to bear, can ensure that China would not
be successful in aggression against Taiwan should the decision be
made to commit our forces. So, when you look at the whole picture,
China right now cannot be successful in aggressing and, therefore,
coercing Taiwan. That is the job that we have.

As I mentioned, I think we should not have Taiwan define the
entire U.S.-Chinese relationship. It should not define the entire
military relationship. It certainly should not define the entire na-
tional relationship, which includes economic cooperation and all of
the changes that information technology and generational change
are bringing to China. So, I do not think that a military confronta-
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tion between the United States and China is inevitable, and I be-
lieve that we should pursue policies which makes it less likely
rather than more likely.

Senator SMITH. My time is expired. If you want to say it in closed
session fine, but I just want to ask, are our carriers in the Seventh
Fleet in the Taiwan Straits threatened by Sunburn missiles?

Admiral BLAIR. The carriers in the Taiwan Strait can carry out
their jobs, Sunburn missiles or no Sunburn missiles.

Senator SMITH. Thank you.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much, Senator Smith.

Senator Kennedy.

Senator KENNEDY. Thank you.

General Pace, the U.S. Ambassador to Colombia, Ann Patterson,
has indicated that spray planes in Colombia were shot at 122 times
last year and American civilians are involved in flying those
planes. Her assessment is that Americans are at risk in Colombia
and that we will have Americans shot down.

What is your view about the risk that Americans have in Colom-
bia? Is it inevitable that Americans will be shot down?

General PACE. Senator, thank you.

The American civilians who are flying those aircraft are hired by
our State Department to fly those airplanes. They are U.S. contrac-
tors who are flying the airplanes. They have, in fact, had at least
128 hits in the last year on these small airplanes that they fly.
They continue to fly into the more difficult areas to reach. Where
they have been spraying so far is in the flat areas. As they get into
the more mountainous terrain where the folks on the ground can
shoot at them not only straight up but from the sides, the environ-
ment in which they fly becomes more and more dangerous. It
would not surprise me that over time that one of those aircraft will
be shot down.

Senator KENNEDY. Well, if that happens, what are the proce-
dures for search and rescue operations? Who is responsible for the
Americans’ safety?

General PACE. Sir, those aircraft are flying in support of and as
part of the Colombian National Police effort. The Colombian Na-
tional Police have the search and rescue responsibilities. The heli-
copters that they use currently are manned both by Colombian pi-
lots and by U.S. civilian contract pilots.

Senator KENNEDY. So, our military would not be involved in any
of the search and rescues?

General PACE. That is correct, sir.

Senator KENNEDY. Are the American civilians who are involved
in flying these spray planes armed?

General PACE. I do not know, sir. I can find out.

[The information referred to follows:]

[Deleted.] I defer to DOS for further information on this policy.

Senator KENNEDY. On the issue of collusion between the Colom-
bian Armed Forces and the paramilitary, it is widely recognized
that collusion between the two groups exists at the grassroots level,
notwithstanding the efforts at the higher levels to address the
problem. The State Department Human Rights Report states that
in 2000 members of the security forces collaborated with the para-
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military groups that committed abuses, in some cases allowing
such groups to pass through roadblocks, sharing information, or
providing them with supplies and ammunition.

Who is the highest ranking U.S. military person who has con-
veyed concerns about the links to the Colombian Government?

General PACE. Sir, the highest ranking U.S. military officer who
has conveyed that concern is me.

Senator KENNEDY. I know you made a brief reference earlier to
Senator Levin. I know you have been there seven times, and I ap-
preciate your earlier responses. Could you give us some idea about
what the response was and what your own reaction is to it?

General PACE. Sir, thank you.

Sir, the response from President Pastrana, who broached the
subject with me, Minister Ramirez, who broached the subject with
me, General Tapias and all of his service commanders, who briefed
me on it first, have all been of great concern. They recognize that
they do have, at the lower levels, collusion with what we call the
paramilitaries. They are determined to stamp out that collusion.

As one indicator, I have been invited next week by General
Tapias to go to sit down and debrief his senior staff, his service
chiefs, and their senior staffs on my testimony in front of these
committees so that they can better understand what issues are of
importance to the United States Congress. Obviously, two of the
issues I will talk to them about and debrief them on are human
rights and collusion. So, they are very dedicated, sir, from the
president on down, to stamping this out, just as in the past they
focused on human rights violations and their record has improved
dramatically.

Senator KENNEDY. Let me ask you this before I come to the
human rights. Have the American military personnel on the
ground in Colombia seen evidence of this collusion?

General PACE. No, sir. We operate solely inside the training
bases. We do not go out on operations, sir.

Chairman WARNER. Senator Kennedy, could I interrupt just a
minute? I have to absent myself to go up and introduce the new
nominee for the General Counsel of the Department of State, a
former Deputy Secretary of Defense. So, I will be back in just a few
minutes.

If you, Senator Sessions, would take the chair.

Senator KENNEDY. On the issues of human rights, I have appre-
ciated the percentages and the population. As one who was around
during the pacification in Vietnam, I remember we used to have a
checklist too. A hamlet was pacified if they had a well. They had
10 different things. If they had a well, they had a school, they had
employment, they had housing, they had the other, it was pacified.
So, it took us a long time to realize that we ought to look at what
has happened in the inflation of rice that is coming into that ham-
let in terms of understanding of what was really happening in that
area or region. We became much more sophisticated in terms of the
evaluation. I am sure you will want to do that as well.

When we talk about the human rights, I am sure you will want
to know the kinds of charges that were made, what level of human
rights charges were made, what has been dropped, or what has not
been dropped on this. They have gone from the percentages. I
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would like to know who is doing the polls. We have all been
through polls. I am sure you have your own intelligence people who
are looking at it. I am sure you are appropriately skeptical, as you
would be, in trying to make any judgment on any policy sort of
question.

My time is up. If you have any reaction to that.

But then if I could, Mr. Chairman, ask if SOUTHCOM is prepar-
ing a report on Colombia’s paramilitary groups and their links with
drug traffickers. I would like to see if SOUTHCOM could do one
for the committee, if that is possible. I suppose that request order
for the committee ought to come through the chair, but I will ask
that and I will talk to the chair and the ranking member.

General PACE. Sir, we can do that.

[The information referred to follows:]

Colombia has the most complex human rights environment in the Area of Respon-
sibility (AOR) due to the symbiotic relationship between drug trafficking organiza-
tions (DTOs) and several illegal armed groups. We continue to see allegations that
members of the Colombian Military (COLMIL) and National Police (CNP) maintain
covert links to illegal self-defense forces, despite strong government and legal pres-
sure to discontinue these ties.

Illegal self-defense forces and insurgent groups are Colombia’s worst human
rights offenders. [Deleted.]

In a concerted effort to improve its human rights record, the Colombian govern-
ment has implemented the most aggressive human rights program in the hemi-
sphere. Along these lines, the government and, in particular, the COLMIL, have
made significant progress. During the 1980s and early 1990s, about 60 percent of
all reported accusations of human rights abuses were made against the security
forces. In 2000, the number of accusations attributed to the security forces amount-
ed to less than 2 percent, marking the fifth consecutive year in which accusations
of human rights violations against the military have declined. This progress is a di-
rect result of the effort made by Colombia’s military leadership to change the cul-
ture of their institution. Specific measures have included educating their military
on human rights standards, establishing a staff judge advocate corps, developing
rules of engagement for the troops, and increasing the military’s cooperation with
civilian investigative and prosecutorial agencies.

Civilian and military investigators pursue officers and soldiers accused of collu-
sion. The military penal code that went into effect in August 2000 took human
rights investigations out of the hands of field commanders and created a cadre of
military prosecutors. The Colombian government has given civilian courts jurisdic-
tion in cases not involving official duties. Punishments for security force members
found guilty of collusion with illegal self-defense forces have ranged from adminis-
trative discipline to prison sentences.

The COLMIL has declared a “no tolerance” policy against collusion by military
members with self-defense forces and has successfully sought to condemn members
linked to these groups and human rights violations. Reliable evidence on collabora-
tion is limited, making it difficult to assess confidently the degree of collaboration
within the COLMIL.

USSOUTHCOM uses all source information to poll human rights abuses in Co-
lombia: [Deleted.]

General PACE. My human rights information, sir, came from Am-
bassador Patterson and her country team. I am parroting informa-
tion I received in country from the U.S. embassy.

Senator KENNEDY. I would just say that in your own evaluation
to know the types of charges, what the allegations are, and how
they are being dismissed, what officers, if they are officers, or non-
commissioned people, to give a complete picture I think is going to
be called for as well.

But I thank you very much for your testimony. Thank you, Mr.
Chairman, and I thank the Senator from Louisiana.
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Senator SESSIONS [presiding]. General Schwartz, I think it is my
time to ask a few questions.

With regard to Korea and the assignment of your fine soldiers
there and the detriment and losses they incur in terms of income
and their families—Senator Dayton I think mentioned it—where
are we in getting that fixed? I think you are exactly correct. It is
something that in terms of cost is not that great, but it strikes me
as a real unfairness. It has to be a sore spot for the soldiers. Can
we fix it and how close are we to getting it fixed?

General SCHWARTZ. Sir, let me say this. We are doing some of
the things that we can do on our own. For example, we have just
won a victory on the peninsula in terms of Korea being defined as
a hardship tour. So, that allowed our soldiers, sailors, airmen, and
marines to get up to as much as $150 a month this year that they
did not get last year. That is a victory. They are tremendously ex-
cited about that. As I travel around the peninsula, all of them say
to me, General Schwartz, thank you. It makes a difference. So, we
have had some success ourselves.

We are talking to the service chiefs about this separate ration
issue and trying to articulate exactly the number of dollars that it
would take for each service chief to chip in and try to pay that bill
because it will have to come from the service chiefs. I am working
that on my side.

As far as the tax exclusion piece of it, I have seen many Mem-
bers of the Senate and House and we are talking about that and
the positive impact that it would have on the service people.

So, I would tell you that we are moving, but we still have some
work to do in terms of making it a reality.

Senator SESSIONS. I hope you will keep us informed on it. I think
this Congress would be ready to help you on that. It does strike me
to be a significant matter.

With regard to force protection in the 95 stations—you mean lo-
cations that you have troops in Korea—can those be consolidated?
In the long run, would that be a cost-saver for our deployment in
Korea?

General SCHWARTZ. Sir, thank you very much.

Yes, they can be consolidated. I have started an initiative which
I call the Land Partnership Plan, which we introduced this year for
the first time. To give you an example of the magnitude of that ef-
fort, of the 95 I spoke of, 46 are major installations. We are going
to reduce that, according to the plan, to 25 major installations.
That is significant.

We are cooperating with the South Koreans right now in that ef-
fort. We are moving it along, and I think it is going to be very suc-
cessful. It is a 10-year plan. We have the ball rolling, and it looks
like it is going to be a very successful one. We will save money in
that effort, and we will improve the quality of life, and we will en-
hance the force protection effort for our servicemembers serving
overseas. So, there are many benefits to that partnership plan that
I am excited about.

Senator SESSIONS. I think you are on the right track with that.
I think that is what the President and the American people want
to see. We want to see enhanced ability to do our job, and we like
to do it in a way that saves money rather than costs us money. If
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in the short term it costs us some money, we are willing to put it
up if in the long term we will receive a benefit.

I do hope that we can reduce the number of personnel there.
Every time we can, we can afford to do more for the ones who are
there, you have fewer people away from their family, and it is less
transfer of American wealth, it seems to me.

So, I think you are on the right track and I hope that we can
continue along that way. I believe you will have support here.

General SCHWARTZ. Thank you, sir.

Senator SESSIONS. General Pace, have you had prior experience
with the drug effort prior to this assignment?

General PACE. Sir, in a minimal way in my previous assignment
as the Commander of U.S. Marine Corps Forces in the Atlantic. We
had some detachments that deployed to Peru and to Colombia to
assist with riverine training. We also had some detachments that
deployed to the southern border of the United States to assist law
enforcement agencies there in detecting and monitoring traffic com-
ing across the border. But that is the extent of my involvement.

Senator SESSIONS. As a Federal prosecutor, beginning in 1975, on
the Gulf Coast dealing oftentimes with smuggling cases from Co-
lombia which was the main source country for cocaine—and re-
mains so—I have seen and wrestled with that. I have seen a lot
of plans that are going to fix the problem. Through interdiction we
are going to stop it, or we are going to do it through focusing on
the source countries.

You correctly stated in your priority that demand reduction is
number one. Demand reduction is a combination, in my view, of
law enforcement and education and drug treatment and drug test-
ing and things of that nature that do work in the United States.

But I will just tell you—and I think I have expressed this to you
before—we are not going to solve our drug problem by spraying the
coca plant in Colombia. At one of our meetings in the Drug Caucus
recently, I asked the DEA Director what his budget was. It was
$1.3 billion, the same amount of money we are spending on Plan
Colombia. Trust me, we will get a lot more anti-drug benefit from
doubling DEA than we will for this Plan Colombia.

Now, I supported Plan Colombia and expressed real concern
about our full understanding of what it is about.

So, I would like to ask you, again from what you understand the
policy of the United States with regard to Colombia and Plan Co-
lombia, if you would discuss with me what our goals are. How
much of it is focused on drugs and how much of it is focused on
helping Colombia reestablish a democratic society throughout its
nation?

General PACE. Sir, concerning the $1.3 billion supplemental last
year, DOD has the responsibility to oversee about $250 million. Of
that $250 million, about $110 million to $120 million is going to
improving the capabilities of the three forward operating locations
in Ecuador and El Salvador and in Aruba-Curacao so our airframes
can fly so that they can do the detection and monitoring mission.
The next large chunk of money is about $55 million that has gone
into the support for the Colombian military, to assist them in im-
proving their intelligence capability. The next level down then is
the amount of money we are spending to train up a 3,000-man bri-
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gade, to assist them with some of the logistics and their mainte-
nance, to assist in building the helicopter pads for the three groups
of helicopters that are being bought by our State Department and
sent down there. So, from the U.S. military standpoint, sir, the
vast majority of the money is going into cement and into intel-
ligence.

Senator SESSIONS. I am just concerned. I will just restate my
concern with this whole matter. Colombia is the oldest democracy
in this hemisphere, I believe, except the United States, and it is
38 million people. They have been allies and friends of ours. They
are a significant trading partner of the United States, and their na-
tion is in jeopardy. Some of their best people are fleeing the coun-
try, are they not, a real emigration because of the terrorism and
the attacks and the marxist guerillas taking over substantial por-
tions of their country. We suggest the only way we can help them
is to help them fight drugs.

I think we need to be much more realistic about that. It would
be a tragedy if we stand here and allow them to fall or be under-
nfl‘fi‘ned or have the economy destroyed as a result of this guerilla
effort.

General PACE. Sir, I agree with you that this is a fight for democ-
racy in Colombia to support that democracy. It is not an expecta-
tion of being able to wipe out coca. If you did wipe out every coca
plant in the world, some other drug would be fed to the demand
side, and I stand by and agree with you that the demand reduction
is the most important.

I have done a disservice to the State Department because I can-
not speak to their numbers, but I do know that inside of their $1
billion plus of the $1.3 billion, that there are alternative crop devel-
opments and support for the other nine parts of Plan Colombia
other than military that are the key to success.

But I agree with you, sir, this is supporting our friends and
nelighbors, supporting a fellow democracy, while we also assist our-
selves.

Senator SESSIONS. We have a huge demilitarized zone for the
FARC that allows them to operate without any attack, under com-
plete protection. Now—I believe yesterday—the United States Am-
bassador to Colombia, Ann Patterson, has endorsed a proposal to
grant Colombia’s second largest rebel group a demilitarized en-
clave, another one, a second one, a 5,000-member National Libera-
tion Army, another marxist group. Do you think that makes good
sense militarily?

General PACE. Sir, if I may give you an answer to that question
in detail in closed session, I would appreciate the opportunity to do
that.

Senator SESSIONS. It does not make good sense to me. I hope that
somehow we can reach a stage that we can help Colombia. They
are a good nation and important to this hemisphere.

Admiral BLAIR. Senator Sessions, may I just add one point to
your discussion with General Schwartz earlier? I think it is impor-
tant to note that both Korea and Japan provide support to the U.S.
forces there to the tune of $5 billion, $4.5 billion from Japan in di-
rect contributions, half a billion in direct contributions from Korea.
So, it is a shared responsibility over there.
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Senator SESSIONS. We certainly do not want to destabilize that
area and not be too rapid, but to the extent to which we could re-
duce our numbers, make life better for the ones who are there, it
would be helpful.

Senator Landrieu.

Senator LANDRIEU. Thank you.

Generals, thank you for your service and for your testimony this
morning. Let me just follow up because Senator Sessions and I
have similar views about our operations and our focus on Latin
America and Central America. Representing Alabama and Louisi-
ana, they are neighbors right to our south, and so our attention is
drawn quite naturally, if you will, to that particular area of the
world. His expertise in this area I have come to respect in terms
of his prosecutorial skills.

I happen to agree that our Plan Colombia has to be much more
comprehensive. It is not just a war against drugs, but it is a war
for democracy, to help strengthen those nations. It is most certainly
in our interest, the entire country, and particularly in the southern
part of our Nation, because of the close proximity of Colombia.

So, let me just ask you to follow up, General Pace. I know that
you are only responsible for one part of this plan, but could you
state one or two constructive either criticisms or changes you would
make based on what you have seen in the last year or 2 that we
could focus our attention on in terms of reaching the goals of Plan
Colombia, anything that you could direct us? I know you have said
some of that in your testimony already, but one or two things that
you could suggest to us that we could do to perhaps reach the goals
as outlined in Plan Colombia.

General PACE. Yes, ma’am, thank you. Senator, one of the prob-
lems about Plan Colombia is that there will be spill-over. Just as
when Peru and Bolivia in recent years were very aggressive in at-
tacking their problem, as they were aggressive, the businessmen,
who are interested in making money, moved from the point of re-
sistance, Peru and Bolivia, into the point of least resistance, Colom-
bia, and set up shop there. So, as Colombia becomes aggressive in
their implementation of their plan, the businessmen will look for
another place to set up shop.

I think what we need to do collectively is to encourage the re-
gional nations, the bordering nations especially with Colombia, to
discuss with each other how best to handle the overall impact so
that we do not continually have things seeping over borders. Then
once they have had a chance to come up with regional solutions to
regional problems, then we can be their partner in assisting them
to attain those goals together.

Senator LANDRIEU. So, a more regional approach, which is I
think the way we originally started with Plan Colombia, but per-
haps as it went through the process, it got somewhat watered
down. So, we should, in your opinion, focus on strengthening the
regional aspects of that plan so that we could increase our chances
of success.

General PACE. Last year there was about $180 million allocated
inside the $1.3 billion that went to the region. About $110 million
of that went to Bolivia. About $32 million was earmarked for Peru,
and the rest went to about five or six other nations. As I said, I
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think now we are in a position, now that we have seen the begin-
ning impacts of Plan Colombia, to have a much more robust dia-
logue with the other nations to determine how to have a better re-
gional approach.

Senator LANDRIEU. On another subject, each year through the
budget cycle, we go through an annual debate over the needs of our
CINCs and their battlefields and their theaters for surveillance. We
talk a great deal about new technologies developing in that area.
But currently we are bolstered by our JSTAR technology. General
Pace and Admiral Blair, do you have enough access to these plat-
forms? Are you having any difficulty with your surveillance? Are
you getting adequate coverage in this regard?

General PACE. Senator, thank you.

I do not know that you will ever get a commander to sit in front
of you and say he or she has all the intelligence they need. We al-
ways want more.

I do believe that my requirements receive a fair hearing inside
the decision process here in Washington and that I am allocated a
fair share of those intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance as-
sets that are available. I would like to give you a more complete
answer in closed session, to be more definitive about the types of
problems I have.

The short answer is I do not have enough ISR, but it is not be-
cause of the system not being adequate or fair with me. It is just
that across the board, we do not have enough national capability.
Therefore, when you spread out what I need and what Tommy
needs and what Denny needs and what the other CINCs need,
there is just not enough to go around.

Senator LANDRIEU. Thank you, and I will look forward to that
closed session.

Admiral Blair.

Admiral BLAIR. The primary airborne assets that are used to
keep track of what is going on in the theater are virtually all in
the so-called high demand/low density category, which means that
the Joint Staff and then the Secretary of Defense have to make pri-
ority decisions.

We find in the Pacific theater that when there are no crises in
other parts of the world, we can keep a pretty good eye on what
we have to keep it on. When something is going on in other parts
of the world that draws assets, an air war in Kosovo or heightened
tensions in the Persian Gulf, then we are cut a little short with
those assets that support General Schwartz and the rest of the the-
ater that I keep an eye on.

We have been able to take partial measures to compensate, but
we are squeezed a little tight. We made this input internally. We
need additional Rivet Joints, EP—3s, and similar systems.

Senator LANDRIEU. I would like to help you with that.

Just one final comment, Mr. Chairman, if I could. General
Schwartz, I look forward to helping you in your efforts to build up
our bases in Korea. I have tried to focus my time on this committee
on the areas of retaining in terms of retention. As my good friend
from Georgia says, we may recruit a soldier, but we retain a fam-
ily. When you are talking about retention, the issues that you have
so beautifully expressed this morning I think are very important
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and sometimes overlooked. The importance of housing and com-
pensation and steady paychecks and predictable deployments I
think have a great deal to do with the strengthening of our force.
They are not soft issues. Sometimes we want to think there are
hard issues and soft issues, but they are all important issues and
they are all about building our force. So, I look forward to working
with you.

My time is up at this point, but I would like some specific num-
bers from you about what we are talking about in terms of invest-
ments because this Senator thinks that we should take a part of
this surplus and invest in our military now. We do not have to wait
for the strategic plan in many instances to understand what our
housing and our maintenance and operation budgets and our
MILCON budgets need. So, I am hoping that this committee can
be forceful in getting some of that investment made sooner as op-
posed to later.

General SCHWARTZ. Thank you very much, ma’am, and I will
make it a point to come by and brief you.

Senator LANDRIEU. Thank you.

Chairman WARNER [presiding]. Thank you very much, Senator.

Our committee is fortunate to have two distinguished Senators,
both with the name of Nelson, and our records show you arrived
simultaneously this morning. [Laughter.]

If you gentlemen would sort out between yourselves, based on se-
niority or any other formula you wish, as to who goes first and who
goes second.

Senator BILL NELSON. I am senior but I will defer.

Chairman WARNER. That is very gracious. I hope your colleague
remembers that in the future.

Senator BEN NELSON. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and
thank you, Senator Nelson.

We appreciate very much the three of you being here today. It
is good to see you and have the opportunity to visit with you. It
is good to see General Pace who accompanied us and so very ably
hosted us on our trip recently to Colombia. I appreciate very much
every courtesy, as well as the opportunity to learn more about what
is happening in that part of the world.

One of the subjects that is getting more attention today than it
has maybe rather recently, but has in the past flared up and raised
questions, is the relationship between the Republic of China and
the People’s Republic of China, the tensions that continue to exist
and are exerted. Admiral Blair, you may have already gotten into
this before we arrived. I apologize for being late. I was on the Sen-
ate floor for the campaign finance reform matter, so I was delayed
getting over here.

But I guess the question I would have, having visited both Tai-
wan and mainland China, is what the threat level is to Taiwan
from China at the present time, and what impact would the sale
of certain military craft that is being sought by the Taiwanese have
on U.S.-China relations?

Admiral BLAIR. Sir, I am senior but I will yield to General Pace
on that. [Laughter.]
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The current military state across the Strait, Senator, is that
China is capable of causing damage to Taiwan. It is not capable of
taking and holding Taiwan.

The requests which Taiwan has made include strengthening of
their fleet air defense. It is largely an antiquated system and the
types of surface combatants they have asked for would allow their
surface combatants to take part in both defense of naval forces and
in a joint defense of other areas within Taiwan.

Senator BEN NELSON. If we were to assist Taiwan by the sale of
additional military hardware to them, what impact do you think
that might have on U.S.-China relations?

Admiral BLAIR. It really depends on the nature of the equipment
that is sold to them. Those decisions are in process now. My input
to it is based on what is necessary to maintain sufficient defense,
which is the standard that we use. That recommendation is rolled
in with the sort of considerations that you mentioned and then the
President will be making a decision. So, that is in process right
now and I have made my input.

Senator BEN NELSON. The effort, though, would be to try to
maintain some level of parity so that Taiwan may be able to main-
tain a position that would be sufficient to defend against whatever
Chinese incursion might be threatened. Is that fair to say?

Admiral BLAIR. Yes, sir. I would say “balance” is probably a bet-
ter word than “parity” since you are talking about one side on the
defense and the other side that would be committing the aggres-
sion. But our policy is that the defense will be sufficient; that is,
that aggression will not succeed.

Senator BEN NELSON. We would not want it to get out of balance
if we can do something to help maintain that balance. Is that fair
too?

Admiral BLAIR. That is what our policy is.

Senator BEN NELSON. That is our commitment.

Admiral BrAIR. Right.

Senator BEN NELSON. Thank you. I will defer to the Senator with
more seniority. [Laughter.]

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman WARNER. Very well. The Senator from Florida, Sen-
ator Bill Nelson.

Senator BILL NELSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Let me follow up on that, Admiral. You refer to your input. What
is your advice to the White House with regard to the sale of the
more sophisticated systems to Taiwan?

Chairman WARNER. Senator, we intend to go into a closed ses-
sion. I am going to propound a question much along those lines in
a moment.

The way I would suggest we phrase it is not the precise advice
that this distinguished officer has given the President, which I
think is of a confidential nature, but what are the various pros and
cons of elements of the issues before the President and indeed be-
fore Congress, which does have a role in this. May I suggest we
pursue that course in open session?

Senator BILL NELSON. Indeed, Mr. Chairman, but we are going
to have to vote on that issue.

Chairman WARNER. That is correct.
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Senator BILL NELSON. I want to be the best prepared that I pos-
sibly can and would like to have the advice of knowing the rec-
ommendations from the CINCs as we evaluate all the information
and have to make our decision.

Chairman WARNER. Admiral, you may wish to pursue this.

I am not going to take your time. I will yield back. But I am
going to talk about the ship requests and the pros and cons of the
Kidd class of cruisers versus a follow-on of the current production
line. What are the pros and cons of those two? That is the way I
am going to proceed with it.

Senator BILL NELSON. Would the Chairman like to proceed and
I will just defer to the Chairman?

Chairman WARNER. No. I am going to yield to you to go ahead.
I was just giving you an example of ships as one area which I am
going to probe.

Senator BiLL NELSON. What I want is the best of advice from
many different quarters. So, do you want to proceed in executive
session on this issue?

Chairman WARNER. No. I am going to proceed in open session.
I gave you an example of how I am going to address the question
as it relates to the different views as to two types of cruisers which
they are looking at. So, you proceed with your line of questions, but
I am just showing you how I am going to do mine.

But I think the exact words that he transmits to the President
of the United States are a matter of confidence.

Senator BILL NELSON. I respect that. Then what I am going to
do is I am just going to defer any of my questions on Taiwan and
come back after you have.

Let me mention just a couple other things. I noticed, General
Schwartz, throughout your testimony, you keep coming back to in-
telligence and command and control. The more that I get into this
from a standpoint as a member of this committee, as well as a
member of the Foreign Relations Committee, there are a bunch of
heroes every day that we do not know anything about because ter-
rorist acts are not being committed because of our intelligence. I
certainly agree with your comments there.

General SCHWARTZ. Thank you, sir.

Senator BILL NELSON. I think what we need to do is to commit
whatever resources we have to, without blinking an eye, to see that
we have sufficient intelligence to meet the terrorist threat around
the world.

General Pace, I would just say that I thoroughly enjoyed your
hospitality going to Colombia with a number of the members of this
committee. I had never thought of the sensitivity and appropriate-
ness of the location of your headquarters where so many of the for-
eign leaders happen to come in and out of Miami, and as a result,
you get another crack at them in order to visit with them in order
to develop a personal relationship with them to carry out your du-
ties. Would you care to comment on that?

General PACE. Sir, thank you. That is exactly one of the great
benefits of being in Miami, that it is a hub for transportation. We
are about 15 minutes from the airport, so I am able to meet with
the senior leadership of most of the countries who come through,
who either come specifically for business in Miami because it is
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such a great Latin hub, or who continue to transit up to DC. But
it works out extremely well from my perspective, sir.

Thank you, both you and Senator Nelson, for going along with
Senator Levin and Senator Reed. Your time in theater made a
huge difference.

Senator BILL NELSON. General Schwartz, I am getting ready to
go with the Intelligence Committee Chairman to Korea. You have
heard the recent flap over whether or not—and this is a political
issue. I do not need you to get into this, but whether or not we
might have undercut the president of South Korea’s attempts to
reach out to North Korea. Do you have any comments in this area
that you would share with us?

General SCHWARTZ. Sir, I think right now we are in a policy for-
mulation stage with the current administration. So, we are waiting
for that policy to be articulated to us. I mentioned earlier, before
you got here, Ambassador Hubbard is in country right now with
some effort to gather information, as well as propose some of the
draft approach for the future. So, we are in the stage of a com-
prehensive review and policy formulation that I think will result in
some real strategic guidance in the future.

Senator BILL NELSON. I would be appreciative of that policy for-
mulation being passed on when you formulate it.

To what degree is the starvation continuing in North Korea?

General SCHWARTZ. Sir, I think nobody knows. One of the prob-
lems with North Korea is it is not open, it is not transparent. It
is hard to get inside and really ascertain everything that is going
on. They announced some figures of 250,000, their own figures,
that died of starvation in the last 18 to 24 months. We have esti-
mations up to a million that have died from starvation in the same
period of time. The fact of the matter is it is serious, it is extensive,
and it is continuing.

Senator BiLL NELSON. Is there food from outside of North Korea
that is getting in to try to help with the starvation?

General SCHWARTZ. Sir, there is. There is food coming in. Of
course, the United States is providing food, Japan, the South Kore-
ans, the Chinese. It is coming from all over the world.

They are struggling, as best they can, to produce some of their
own food products. One of the only factories that they have that
runs day and night, 24 hours a day, because of their energy short-
age, is their food factories. So, they are trying to produce their own,
as well as take all the aid they can, and they are still coming up
short.

Senator BILL NELSON. Mr. Chairman.

Chairman WARNER. You can take another 2 minutes because I
invaded your time.

Senator BILL NELSON. Well, no, I would be just as happy for you
to proceed on your questions about Taiwan.

Chairman WARNER. Then we will have an opportunity for further
questions.

Senator BILL NELSON. Thank you.

Chairman WARNER. I think we have had very good testimony,
Admiral Blair, with regard to the importance of this Taiwan arms
package. We conduct this oversight this morning against our obli-
gations in law which are quite clear in many respects, but left
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somewhat unclear in others, purposely so because there should
never be any doubt about the United States’ commitment to help
Taiwan defend itself and, if necessary, come to its aid. I think you
have been quite explicit and clear on that this morning.

Second, to maintain the balance, you expressed the need to con-
tinue to find ways to cooperate with China. So, there is this bal-
ance.

We are not here to discuss the question of independence. That is
something our Nation has never stepped out on and I think quite
properly because that issue is entirely left to the will of the people
of Taiwan, together with the will of the people of mainland China,
to resolve, hopefully in a peaceful way in the future sometime.

But the right to defend itself is inherent in this review of the
package of arms that comes before us, and at the core of that is
the issue of the type of destroyers. I mentioned cruisers earlier. I
meant destroyers. The options are the Kidd class, which are ships
that were built on the old Spruance type hull, and they are in a
status of inventory today where they can be brought back on line
with some renewed outfitting and, therefore, made an integral part
of the Taiwan navy in perhaps 2 to 3 years, whereas the more re-
cent production line of the Aegis Burke class would take a number
of years.

Why do you not give us, first, the technical analysis of the two
classes of ships, their likely availability to be integrated into the
Taiwanese navy, and the pros and cons, as you view them, from a
military standpoint? I think this package should be decided on
military principles, hopefully, as nearly as we can. Give us an eval-
uation because that, I think, will be at the heart of this, certainly
for this particular Senator, as we review this. So, if you would give
us that.

Admiral BLAIR. Yes, sir. Before I do that, let me, if I may, talk
a little bit about the consequences of a short-term military solution
of the Taiwan issue which is basically reunification with China.

I have looked at that hard and from the points of view of both
China and of Taiwan, that is a lose-lose situation. Not only would
there be military losses on both sides, there would be civilian suf-
fering on both sides. There would be tremendous economic damage
on both sides: on the Chinese side, the loss of foreign direct invest-
ment, the loss of foreign trade; on the Taiwanese side, the sorts of
effects that we saw even in 1996 when there was the near possibil-
ity of military action. Also, there would be secondary effects which
always happen when conflict occurs, which you have spoken more
eloquently about than any other Member of this Congress.

Chairman WARNER. We should make note of the fact that the
Taiwanese people have invested a tremendous amount of their own
rﬁsogrces in mainland China’s industrial base. Am I not correct in
that?

Admiral BLAIR. There are 70,000 Taiwanese living in Shanghai
as we speak.

Chairman WARNER. Also, they have invested in the industrial
base very heavily.

Admiral BLAIR. They are the single largest investor, and the
trade across the Straits has been increasing since the current Tai-
wanese government came into office. So, all of the positive incen-
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tives are on the side of down-playing the military confrontation and
emphasizing those things which would bring Taiwan and China to-
gether over time.

Chairman WARNER. When you say “together,” you mean some
resolution between the wills of the people of the two nations, what-
ever that may be.

Admiral BrAIR. However that may be negotiated. There are a
large number of arrangements which could be worked out if there
were trust, and today there is simply not trust on either side. The
only way that I know to build the conditions for enduring security
for Taiwan is long-term development of some sort of a political ar-
rangement between Taiwan and China with the sorts of guarantees
anfgl assurances that Taiwan requires to feel safe, as well as to be
safe.

So, the great area that Taiwan, China, and the United States
have in common is to emphasize those things which lead to a
peaceful solution and to deemphasize those things which tend to
raise tensions, bring confrontation, and exacerbate that sort of a
situation. So, I think even while I am sitting here in my uniform
talking about the military aspects of the situation, we need to keep
in mind that this is a tool toward the larger end, which is security
for Taiwan and a long-term development of China and long-term
development of the United States.

I really find that people want to classify everyone who is involved
in this issue as either pro-China or pro-Taiwan. I am pro-Amer-
ican. I want to do what is best for the United States in this in-
stance, and I think that is what we have to keep in mind. Certainly
what is best for the United States is the long-term peaceful resolu-
tion of the issue between them.

Chairman WARNER. I think there is even a larger perspective. It
would be enormously destabilizing to the entire region were there
open conflict. So, it is not just the United States, but it is the re-
gion.

Admiral BLAIR. It absolutely is. Just look at 1996, what the
short-term shock waves were that went through Asia when the con-
frontation went up.

So, we make our military evaluations, we carry out our respon-
sibilities, but I think we have to remember our role in the overall
policy and in the overall direction which is in the interest of both
Taiwan and China.

Now coming to the Aegis combatants versus the Kidds, the Kidds
have about 12 to 15 years of service. That is plenty of useful life
left. As you mentioned, they could come on line and actually be
available in about 2 years. They would be equipped with a fleet air
defense system called the New Threat Upgrade, or NTU.

An Aegis combatant could take various configurations, but it
would basically come on line about 2008-2009, and it would be
equipped with some variant of the more capable Aegis weapons
systems. The area in which the Aegis weapons system is more ca-
pable than the NTU system is in the volume of threats that it can
handle and in some of the extreme profile missiles.

There are two other things that you have to think about as you
make the decision, Mr. Chairman. One is the ability of the Taiwan
navy to absorb complicated systems. Either one of these would be
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the most capable surface combatant that the Taiwan navy had op-
erated, and that is a consideration as far as logistics and manning
and training.

The second thing is major differences from a capabilities point of
view. The Aegis system could eventually provide a platform on
which the theater missile defense systems that the United States
Navy is developing could be fielded. The NTU Kidd could not. So,
the major capability difference in the two systems would be in its
future upgrade potential. That is fundamentally the difference be-
tween those two systems.

As I mentioned, the requirements of the Taiwan navy for fleet air
defense are there today. It is not very robust right now, and it is
something that is of concern to the Taiwanese navy.

Chairman WARNER. Now, let us once again look at the pros and
cons because in my opening questions to you, my recollection is you
clearly agreed with me that as China proceeds to install more and
more missiles, the balance is slipping away and that this arms
package should be viewed as restoring that balance of military ca-
pabilities of deterrence and defense for Taiwan.

Now, given that trend of the putting in of the Chinese missiles—
and it appears that it is going to go on for some period of time—
will the Kidd class of ships right the balance for a period right
now?

Admiral BLAIR. No, Mr. Chairman, it will not. Right now we can-
not sell a theater missile defense system to Taiwan because we
have no theater missile defense systems to sell to them.

Chairman WARNER. I understand.

Admiral BLAIR. They have the Patriot PAC—2 missiles, which is
the most capable system we have. They are point defense systems.

Chairman WARNER. So, the Kidd class of ships will not bring
about a balancing of the missile threat as perceived by Taiwan.

Admiral BLAIR. That is correct, and neither will the Aegis.

Chairman WARNER. At this point in time.

Admiral BLAIR. At this point.

Chairman WARNER. Because you have to bring in software and
perhaps some modification to hardware and certainly an inventory
of missiles to incorporate that into the Aegis system.

Admiral BLAIR. We have to develop that, yes, sir.

Chairman WARNER. You have to develop it, and we do not have
a really good time line as yet on the development of that. Am I not
correct?

Admiral BLAIR. That development program is underway and it is
in the order of about 2008—-2009 itself.

Chairman WARNER. Of that software and hardware to bring that
system up for a theater missile.

Admiral BLAIR. For the shorter range of the two Navy systems
in development, yes, sir.

Chairman WARNER. Do you want to have any amplification of
that?

Senator BILL NELSON. Yes, Mr. Chairman, for this new member
of the committee, would you or one of your staff or perhaps one of
the panel describe the difference between the Aegis and the Kidd
class? What are the capabilities?



148

Chairman WARNER. The Aegis is interesting. When I was Sec-
retary of the Navy, we began the development of Aegis. Aegis is a
generic term with regard to an electronic system to engage various
types of threats to a ship. It is in an evolution and expanding.

Now, let us go back again. I think it is very clear because this
is the sort of record that will be before the Senate, such that those
Senators who wish to address it, by virtue of speech or otherwise,
can have the benefit of it.

We go back to the Spruance hull, which has been in inventory
for many years in the Navy, and these Kidd class are on that hull.
But you say that the system is primarily air defense and not mis-
sile defense. Not primarily, but that is the distinction. Am I not
correct?

Admiral BLAIR. Yes, sir. The Aegis class is also on a Spruance
hull for the cruisers. For the destroyers, it is on a new hull.

But the primary difference is that an Aegis system, which was
originally designed against the Soviet threat, can handle a higher
volume of incoming missiles at the same time than can the Kidd
class NTU. So, it is primarily having to do with the volume of mis-
siles arriving.

As far as the performance of missiles that can be handled, they
are roughly comparable. So, from the fleet air defense point of
view, they would be virtually the same, that is, for handling anti-
ship missiles against the fleet.

The primary difference is that once the United States Navy does
develop theater missile defense (TMD) programs, they will be based
on the Aegis fire control system. Therefore, if Taiwan had Aegis
platforms, they could be upgraded with missiles software and some
hardware to TMD configuration.

Chairman WARNER. In the same way we are going to upgrade
our own units.

Admiral BLAIR. The same way we plan to upgrade our own, yes,
sir.

Chairman WARNER. But I think we have to go back again. We
are talking about land-based mobile missiles which China is put-
ting in right now.

Admiral BLAIR. That is correct.

Chairman WARNER. I want to make it very clear in the record,
that the Kidd class cannot engage those at the present time. Is
that not correct?

Admiral BLAIR. That is correct, and neither can the Aegis.

Chairman WARNER. Neither can the Aegis. It is the Burke class.

Admiral BLAIR. Or the Ticonderoga class.

Chairman WARNER. Or the Ticonderoga class, which was the ini-
tial Aegis-type hull.

Admiral BLAIR. Which is the cruiser level and the Burke is the
destroyer level. Right now neither of those can engage the CSS—6s
and CSS-7s, which is what China is deploying right now. They
have about 300 of them that can range Taiwan.

Chairman WARNER. So, with the Kidd class, they can be intro-
duced into the fleet and integrated into the Taiwan navy within,
say, 24 to 30 months, somewhere in there.

Admiral BLAIR. Yes, sir.
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Chairman WARNER. For the hulls, including the upgraded sys-
tem, we are looking at 2008, 2009, 2010, many years out.

Admiral BrLAIR. That is right. We have a building program going
on in two yards. You put in the order. It will be 2008—2009 before
it is available.

Chairman WARNER. Then you have to look at what is the threat
facing Taiwan not only from the land-based missiles, but other
threats that the Kidd class could engage and help deter. What
would be the advantage of the Kidd class being integrated into the
Taiwan navy now in, say, 24 to 30 months?

Admiral BLAIR. It would be able to provide fleet air defense so
that the Taiwanese navy would have air cover as it operated at sea
out of range of land-based air, which it does not now have.

Chairman WARNER. Now, would that help bring into balance the
disparity that we see between mainland China and Taiwan?

Admiral BLAIR. That would increase the Taiwanese capability to
engage other aircraft across the Strait which the Taiwanese navy
has very little capability.

Chairman WARNER. So, the Kidd class does make a substantial
contribution to add to the deterrence of the threats.

Admiral BLAIR. That is correct, yes, sir.

Chairman WARNER. It gives their navy really a training base for
that class of ships which they could profit from between now and,
say, 2008-2009 timeframe so that if they took the Kidd class now,
they would be better prepared to accept at a later date, either an
exchange program or the addition of the upgraded Burke class.

Admiral BLAIR. Yes, sir. That is correct. It is the same propulsion
system, for example, many of the same auxiliary systems, and so
it would give them capability in complex surface combatant oper-
ation, which they do not have now.

Chairman WARNER. So, one of the options that is before the
President would be to offer the Kidd class now with the under-
standing that it substantially enhances the naval element of deter-
rence, and it would provide a training base for a follow-on acquisi-
tion, if the threat persisted, for the upgraded Aegis system which
would have the theater missile defense capability.

Admiral BLAIR. Exactly correct, sir.

Chairman WARNER. I think we have pretty well put that record
together. Do you wish to add to it, Senator?

Senator BILL NELSON. Just to go back to the Admiral’s statement
of his two goals, the long-term guarantees for Taiwan. It sounds
like that system would give long-term guarantee. But the other
goal of the Admiral was a long-term peaceful resolution. Does it en-
hance that? That is the question that we have to answer.

Admiral BLAIR. Sir, that is correct. As I mentioned, the lower the
level of missiles on the Chinese side and responses on the Taiwan-
ese side and counter-responses on the Chinese side and counter-re-
sponses on the Taiwanese side, I think the more conducive to a
long-term resolution. So, restraint on the Chinese side would be a
definite factor in doing that. If the Chinese continue to add 50 mis-
siles a year and increase their accuracy, which has been their pro-
gram in the past, then it does not take a detailed military analysis
to tell you that at some point that makes a military difference and
defense is not sufficient. It is that ratcheting up that I think does
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not serve the interests of either Taiwan or China, but it requires
restraint by China, which has not been shown yet, which I have
talked to them about and many other representatives of our Gov-
ernment have talked to them about frequently and I would hope
we could see.

Senator BILL NELSON. Mr. Chairman, may I?

Chairman WARNER. Go ahead.

Senator BILL NELSON. That is useful information to me because
with the Intelligence Committee Chairman, I am going to Beijing
as well. Are they, in fact, increasing their missiles 50 a year?

Admiral BLAIR. Yes, sir, they are right now.

Senator BILL NELSON. At this present time.

Admiral BLAIR. At this present time.

Senator BILL NELSON. Those are the ones you described as CSS—
6s and 7s?

Admiral BLAIR. 6s and 7s, right.

Senator BILL NELSON. Are those air-breathing missiles or are
they rockets?

Admiral BLAIR. They are ballistic missiles. They go out of the at-
mosphere and come down.

Senator BILL NELSON. So, they are liquid-propelled, not air-
breathing engines.

Admiral BLAIR. Solid.

Senator BILL NELSON. As opposed to air-breathing like cruise
missiles.

Admiral BLAIR. Yes, as opposed to cruise missiles which go a cou-
ple hundred feet. They are ballistic missiles.

Senator BILL NELSON. What are the ranges of these 6s and 7s?

Admiral BLAIR. It is about 500-600 kilometers. They are on the
longer range of the short range. They are like Scud Deltas, the
kind that threaten General Schwartz’s forces.

Senator BILL NELSON. That is very helpful information, Mr.
Chairman.

Chairman WARNER. I thank you, Senator.

Senator Dayton, did you wish to participate in this colloquy?

Senator DAYTON. No, I will wait until the closed session. Thank
you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman WARNER. On the issue of the fixed-wing aircraft, Ad-
miral, they wanted some P-3s. Did you talk about the fixed-wing
package and what are the pros and cons of some of those requests?

Admiral BrLAIR. I would say Aegis and Kidds have been enough
publicly discussed that I think it is fine to talk about them in open
session. I would rather go to closed session to talk about some of
the other aspects of the program.

Chairman WARNER. Senator Levin.

Senator LEVIN. I just have one additional question of General
Pace. It relates to the SOUTHCOM’s engagement program. I have
been a supporter of our engagement program with foreign mili-
taries, particularly relative to activities on our part which would
impart respect for human rights and the proper role of a military
in a democratic society.

So, I was very supportive of our effort last year to close the U.S.
Army School of the Americas, but to reopen a different school with
a different focus, which was to authorize the Secretary of Defense
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to establish the Western Hemisphere Institute for Security Co-
operation (WHINSEC). I am wondering if you would describe for us
the Southern Command theater’s engagement program, tell us how
the Western Hemisphere Institute for Security Cooperation fits into
that.

General PACE. Senator, thank you.

One of the things that we are able to do is, through the support
of Congress, to provide training and education opportunities for al-
most 2,500 officers per year from 31 of the 32 countries in my area
of responsibility. They go to various schools, our war colleges, our
command and staff level schools. They also go to the WHINSEC
where they are able to learn about planning, about logistics, et
cetera.

Embedded in that training, especially at the WHINSEC, are
courses in human rights, in proper subordination of the military to
civilian authority. In all of our exercises throughout the region, of
which we conduct about 17 per year, either bilateral or multilat-
eral, we take the opportunity through both demonstration and sce-
nario development to train in subordination of the military to civil-
ian rule.

I have not had the opportunity, Senator, to visit WHINSEC yet,
so I do not have a complete layout in my mind of the curriculum
that they have, but I do know that they do, in fact, address human
rights.

Senator LEVIN. Could you familiarize yourself with that curricu-
lum and then tell us how the two fit for the record?

General PACE. Yes, sir. I will, sir.

[The information referred to follows:]

U.S. Southern Command’s engagement strategy incorporates promoting a culture
of respect for human rights within the military and security forces of nations in our
AOR. The human rights program focuses on strengthening respect for human rights
through education, training, conferences, seminars, and subject matter expert ex-
changes.

At the Western Hemisphere Institute for Security Cooperation, or WHINSEC, the
human rights curriculum provides critical support to this program. Their human
rights course is pass-fail and ensures each graduate gains a basic knowledge of
human rights principles. In addition, all WHINSEC instructors are required to pass
an intensive human rights course and to integrate human rights principles into
every course. Students are therefore taught human rights in the context of different
subjects.

The curriculum developed by the WHINSEC human rights staff is unquestionably
one of the most comprehensive offered in any military institution anywhere. It in-
cludes well-researched, in-depth, case studies based on historical events, which are
used in advanced human rights training.

The WHINSEC human rights staff also supports USSOUTHCOM strategy by
traveling throughout the AOR to provide courses to larger groups of military officers
and noncommissioned officers. Many of the students that attend WHINSEC advance
to senior positions of leadership in their country’s security forces. By incorporating
respect for human rights as a central theme in their professional education, we ef-
fectively influence the culture of the security forces at large.

WHINSEC’s human rights curriculum is one of the most important tools available
to USSOUTHCOM for strengthening respect for human rights by military and secu-
rity forces in the area of responsibility.

Senator LEVIN. Thank you.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much, Senator.

Gentlemen, I want to cover some other subjects rather quickly so
that the open record has reference to them.
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Panama is an ever-present concern to us, General Pace. We dis-
cussed that last night in our private meeting, and you gave me cer-
tain reassurances. There was concern at one time that mainland
China was trying to gain a stronger foothold of influence in that
region, and also the respective operation of the Panama Canal from
a technical standpoint, and also the stability of the government
down there, and any other aspect you wish to cover.

General PACE. Sir, thank you.

There is a Chinese company on each end of the Panama Canal.
They provide port services. They in no way interfere with or are
a part of the actual operation of the canal. So, unless a ship re-
quires on-load or off-load at either end of the canal, they play no
part at all in the day-to-day operation of the canal.

The canal itself, under the commission that is being run by the
Panama Government, is being run extremely efficiently. From an
outsider’s point of view, they have run that extremely well, and
their plans to increase capacity in the future look very well laid
out.

As they will tell you and as I said to you yesterday, the greatest
threat to the operation of the canal right now is the environmental
irfr%pact on the watershed. As development takes place, silt and run-
O [R—

Chairman WARNER. Are you talking about land development
which removes the natural growth, and that results in a water run-
off that impairs the operation of the canal because I think it
takes—what did you say—500 million gallons of water to

General PACE. It takes 55 million gallons of water per ship per
transit. There are 40 ships per day, give or take. So, you have a
huge amount of fresh water being used every day that comes from
those watersheds. The canal commission, rightfully so, is concerned
that as they have development of what is currently vacant land,
that the silting and the runoff will impact the ability of the country
to collect the water it needs to run the canal.

Chairman WARNER. Now, the government and the stability and
the relationships with that government.

General PACE. Sir, we have excellent relationships with the gov-
ernment through the U.S. Ambassador. Minister of Security
Contero is very friendly toward the United States. He has made
possible such opportunities for us as assisting them in putting to-
gether a national command and control location, which they are
building in the former Howard Air Force Base. So, as far as today’s
environment inside of the ministries with whom I do business, it
is very friendly, sir, and looking to the future.

Chairman WARNER. Now, the forward operating locations for our
air elements in the counternarcotics operation. Is that proceeding
at a satisfactory rate?

General PACE. For the most part, it is, sir. We're on track. At
Manta in Ecuador, we will close that facility in about a week. The
major part of the $60 million worth of upgrade to that facility will
take place over the next 6 months. That is on track.

Chairman WARNER. Last night you spoke about your own profes-
sional judgment with regard to the time line of the ability of Co-
lombia to come to grips with this very serious problem. There were
two aspects of it that impressed me, and that is your professional
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views as to the length of that time line. My recollection is you said
about a decade, and we are barely into it at this time. Second, the
impact on the adjacent countries and how the United States will
be considering, independent of Plan Colombia, financial packages
to help them stem any flowing into their nations of the current op-
erations in Colombia.

General PACE. Senator, my estimate, based on my discussions
with the Colombian leadership, is that for the Colombian military
to be large enough and well enough educated and trained, it will
take about 3 to 5 years for them, in conjunction with the Colom-
bian police, to provide security, inside of which then the other nine
elements of Plan Colombia can take root. My estimate, again talk-
ing to government leaders, is that Plan Colombia itself overall will
take about 10 years to show the benefits of rebuilding the fabric
of that democracy that has been destroyed by the drug traffickers.

With regard to the spill-over and therefore the impact on the
neighboring countries, yes, sir, regional solutions to the regional
problem, properly supported by the U.S. Government, I think is the
requirement.

Chairman WARNER. You might enumerate those countries pres-
ently under consideration for that assistance.

General PACE. Sir, my recommendation would be primarily those
that border Colombia, which include Panama, Ecuador, Peru, Bo-
livia, Brazil, Venezuela, if in fact we are able to have satisfactory
accommodation with that particular government. We should not,
however, completely overlook places like Paraguay, Uruguay, and
other nations through which drugs transit to get to the sea to get
to Europe.

Chairman WARNER. Part of our training involves the use of their
helicopters, which we are going to supply. We are always con-
cerned—and we saw the concerns manifested in the Kosovo oper-
ation—about hand-held small weapons that can interdict airborne
platforms such as the helicopter. How serious is that threat? Do we
have any indication that the insurgents will be trying to acquire on
the open market in the world such weapons? How are we training
to deal with that situation?

General PACE. Sir, we take that threat very seriously. We pre-
sume that an entity that possesses hundreds of millions of dollars
in illegal profits every year has the capacity to go on the open mar-
ket and buy shoulder-held surface-to-air missiles. We have no intel-
ligence to confirm that. Yet, we train to that probability. The con-
figuration of the helicopters that the State Department is buying
took into consideration the likelihood that they would operate in
the same environment.

Chairman WARNER. So, they have the state-of-the-art equipment
for defensive measures.

General PACE. Sir, they do.

Chairman WARNER. Periodically Haiti should be examined. Give
us an update on that. That posed in the past serious problems in
this country.

General PACE. Sir, Haiti is very much in the policy arena right
now for me. I am prepared and have on the shelf ready to execute
four exercises this year, which are called medical readiness exer-
cises. Those medical readiness exercises will, in fact, go in and as-
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sist the population with their medical problems. But those are cur-
rently on hold pending a policy decision on government-to-govern-
ment issues.

Chairman WARNER. Senator Reed, I am just doing wrap-up ques-
tions. I see you are present. Why do you not take your regular time
at this time?

Senator REED. Mr. Chairman, first let me welcome and commend
General Pace, Admiral Blair, and General Schwartz and thank
them for their service to the country and the fidelity of the great
men and women they lead each and every day.

I have been on the Senate floor and I understand many questions
have been asked. I also understand that we are going into a closed
session. So, Mr. Chairman, rather than taking some time now, I
would simply yield back my time to you and then move forward.

Chairman WARNER. General Pace, the Vieques problem is a con-
tinuing one. We now have a carrier task force that is on the verge
of deployment. It is my understanding that the previous one, the
Truman task force, was only able to do inert. What is the status
of this current task force and its ability to use those ranges in your
judgment?

General PACE. Sir, I need to defer to the Chief of Naval Oper-
ations for the train-up of his forces. I could restate my comment
that I made before this committee when I was Commander of U.S.
Marine Corps Forces Atlantic.

Chairman WARNER. Well, we know the essential nature of it.

General PACE. Yes, sir.

Chairman WARNER. The problems in your AOR, General
Schwartz, from time to time of the attitude of South Korea toward
the presence of our military and their families. Where does that sit-
uation rest today versus a year ago?

General SCHWARTZ. I think overall I would characterize the atti-
tude of the South Koreans towards our military as very positive.
The majority of the people, high into the 90s, respect the presence
of and the deterrence value of U.S. servicemembers on the penin-
sula. There is no doubt about it. There is a small percentage of the
people who do not understand our presence, who do not understand
the war itself, how it originated, why we are there. Most of them
are younger, college. They spend their summers protesting and
they get a lot of visibility, but I would have to tell you the silent
majority, the majority of the South Koreans, fully understand the
deterrence value and the presence of U.S. servicemembers on the
peninsula.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much.

General PACE. Senator, I apologize. May I give you just a little
bit more information on Vieques? I would be remiss as a leader if
I do not bring up one problem.

Chairman WARNER. All right.

General PACE. It is a quality of life problem, sir, the quality of
life for my very dedicated Army soldiers and families who have
moved from Panama to Fort Buchanan. In the process of doing
that, renovations were to be made. For understandable reasons,
policy reasons, right now the construction money that was allocated
to build an elementary school, $8 million last year, and the money
to renovate housing, g25 million this year, has been held in abey-



155

ance. So, as we go through the policy debate, which I understand,
the Army families there are being held hostage.

Chairman WARNER. We will take note of that, and thank you for
bringing that up.

Admiral Blair, you have India in your AOR. The Central Com-
mand has Pakistan, and when the Central Command commander
was before this committee, he stated that the two of you work very
closely together. Give us an update of that situation, the serious-
ness of it compared to last year and now, as well as the 28 percent
increase in military budget that India has announced, and any
other aspects of that situation that you think is important that we
learn.

Admiral BLAIR. Sir, I think the developments on the Indian side
have been quite positive since I last appeared before this commit-
tee. Although they have not signed the Comprehensive Test Ban
Treaty and they are continuing to develop their nuclear weapons
arsenal, I think they are working their way towards the principles
of a high nuclear threshold and a good stewardship of those weap-
ons.

The earthquake that took place in Bhuj, India was a terrible
human tragedy. The loss of life was on the order of 20,000 to
30,000. On the other hand, the response to it was a real regional
and, in fact, international effort, including supplies from Pakistan.
A couple of flights of C-130 aircraft with relief supplies from Paki-
stan landed in India and off-loaded the supplies, and they were
welcomed by India.

The situation in the Kashmir itself, there continues to be casual-
ties within Jammu/Kashmir, fire across the border. But there are
intermittent contacts between India and Pakistan, looking at talk-
ing about the situation again after the disappointment following
the Lahore Summit and the conflict in Siachen Glacier.

So, on the Indian side, there are some positive developments, and
it certainly does not seem to be any worse. General Franks and I
both agree that the United States needs to maintain contact with
both sides of southern Asia, both with Pakistan and with India, so
we can exert the restraining influence on their interaction with
each other and develop independent relationships. We do not want
to shift our weight from Pakistan where it had traditionally been
and put it all on India. We think we need a balance on both sides.
I think we are taking steps to do that on the Indian side.

Chairman WARNER. Last question. I would like to have both Ad-
miral Blair and General Schwartz comment on the status of the
North Korean ballistic missile program. We will take it up in great-
er detail in closed session, but I would like to have your views, to
the extent possible, here in open session. Why do you not lead off,
General Schwartz?

General SCHWARTZ. Let me characterize it like this. It is still
very aggressive. They are producing a certain number of missiles
each year that we could talk about in closed session. But they are
the number one proliferator of missiles in the world, and they are
being very aggressive in that regard.

Chairman WARNER. They are selling them. What countries do we
know now are actively engaged in negotiations?
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General SCHWARTZ. We know Iran, Iraq, Pakistan, Syria, Yemen,
and Egypt are recipients of some of their missiles at this time.

Chairman WARNER. Admiral Blair.

Admiral BrLAIR. Sir, I would not add anything to what General
Schwartz said except that the moratorium on testing missiles,
which the North Koreans have undertaken to maintain as long as
negotiations with the United States continue, has in fact continued.
Although the North Koreans seem uniquely capable of selling mis-
siles that have not been tested, and some fool countries seem
uniquely capable of buying them even though they do not know if
the damned things work or not, they have not in fact fired them
since that time took place.

Chairman WARNER. Members of the committee, we are now in
the process of Senate floor voting, three consecutive votes. I would
suggest that we all go to the floor at this point in time, ask our
witnesses to extend us the courtesy to do this most important func-
tion, and then we will resume next door in the Intelligence Com-
mittee hearing room for a closed session. My estimate would be it
could be as long as 30 minutes before we return.

Senator LEVIN. I have three quick questions.

Chairman WARNER. Yes, of course.

Senator LEVIN. Admiral, is it in our national security interest
that that moratorium on flight testing on the part of North Korea
continue?

Admiral BLAIR. From the military point of view, it is certainly in
our interest that it continue. As to the price we pay for it, that is
for another to decide.

Senator LEVIN. But militarily at least it is in our interest.

Admiral BLAIR. Militarily, just as with the Agreed Framework,
the less development of nuclear technology, the less missiles they
test, the better from our point of view.

Senator LEVIN. General Pace, on the unmanned aerial vehicles
that are being used in Colombia by Department of State contrac-
tors, our report to the four of us who went there, who I have re-
ferred to before, indicated that the low cost and the low risk tech-
nology that is reflected in those UAVs should be assessed for ex-
panded use for the detection of drug labs and other important mis-
sions such as border control and that Colombia offers an excellent
area for such an assessment. Could you tell us very briefly in your
view whether those UAVs have performed a useful function down
there?

General PACE. Sir, they performed a very useful function. We
were delighted. Senator, they were a test bed. They were fed to us
as an opportunity. As it happened, during the time they were
there, we had some things going on in the region I can talk more
about in closed session to which they were very useful. So, from my
vantage point, not only for my responsibilities today but also as a
military person who might need to employ them elsewhere in the
world, very useful.

Senator LEVIN. Would you like to see them continue there?

General PACE. I would, yes, sir.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you, Senator Levin.
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Any other questions from members? We will recess for a period
of time, maybe up to 30 minutes, and then reconvene in the Intel-
ligence Committee hearing room to continue our hearing.

We have had an excellent session this morning. I commend each
of you for your important contributions and look forward to the ad-
ditional testimony in closed session. We are adjourned.

[Questions for the record with answers supplied follow:]

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR RICK SANTORUM
ARMED WHEELED VEHICLES

1. Senator SANTORUM. General Schwartz, the Army is in the process of fielding
an interim force that is designed to span a perceived near-term operational shortfall
first recognized during the Persian Gulf War. To that end, the Army recently se-
lected a wheeled vehicle to serve as the armored vehicle that will be used by interim
brigade combat teams in operations from peacekeeping through full spectrum com-
bat.

There has been a lot of debate recently over wheels versus tracks for armored ve-
hicles and I don’t expect to conduct such a debate here. I am curious, however,
about any lessons we may have learned in the past about mobility tradeoffs between
different vehicle types. It seems likely that in the event of hostilities in your theater
of operations that access to roads will be limited due to damage, debris, or refugees.

While the new Army wheeled vehicles may be good for peacekeeping activities, do
you have any concerns about the tactical mobility of wheeled vehicles in off-road en-
vironments in the Korean theater of operations? To what extent has the Army ini-
tiative addressed concerns you might have about strategic responsiveness? Do we
have the strategic lift assets required to execute established deployment goals and
objectives?

General SCHWARTZ. No. There are two primary reasons that these new vehicles
improve our capabilities in Korea. First, there is a large amount of terrain and road/
bridge limitations on the Korean peninsula that favors wheeled vehicles. Second,
these vehicles will not operate in isolation but as part of tailored, combined arms
units. The complementary nature of “wheeled” units with traditional “heavy” units
will increase our warfighting effectiveness. They will also reduce our logistical foot-
print, thus extending our operational reach.

HIGH DEMAND/LOW DENSITY ASSETS

2. Senator SANTORUM. Admiral Blair, General Pace, and General Schwartz, dur-
ing Operation Allied Force in Kosovo, one of the newly coined terms was high de-
mand/low density assets. If these assets were so highly tasked in this small contin-
gency, doesn’t that indicate we do not have enough of these assets to execute the
national military strategy? What are the key high demand/low density assets in
your area of responsibility?

Admiral BLAIR. [Deleted.]

General PACE. The availability of some high demand/low density (HD/LD) assets
may be inadequate to satisfy multiple CINC requirements if surge operations are
occurring in one or more theaters. With the national military strategy (NMS) cur-
rently under review, I must defer to the Joint Staff to provide a more detailed as-
sessment of HD/LD availability to support the current or revised NMS.

The key HD/LD assets that support our AOR are the [deleted].

General SCHWARTZ. [Deleted.]

DEMILITARIZED ZONE FOR THE ELN

3. Senator SANTORUM. General Pace, one of the issues being considered by senior
government officials of Colombia has been the creation of a demilitarized zone for
members of the National Liberation Army (ELN). Do you see the creation of a de-
militarized zone for the ELN as a positive or negative development in reducing the
fb}ovg of narcotics into the United States and in achieving a lasting peace in Colom-

ia?

General PACE. The creation of the demilitarized zone for the ELN will not signifi-
cantly reduce the flow of narcotics into the United States. The vast majority of coca
is cultivated and transported outside the area under consideration. [Deleted.]
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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR WAYNE ALLARD
STATUS OF FORCES AGREEMENT

4. Senator ALLARD. Admiral Blair or General Schwartz, I understand you recently
revised your Status of Forces Agreement with Korea. What improvements did you
make and what prompted the change?

Admiral BLAIR. The force structure is correctly sized for our current mission but
must be fully-manned and equipped to maintain it as an effective and ready force.
The force structure plan details the number and type of forces. Fully manning the
planned force structure is the problem. Increasing the force structure may com-
pound the personnel shortage by placing a greater personnel demand on the under-
manned critical specialties.

In U.S. Pacific Command (USPACOM), shortages exist in several of our critical
specialties, especially in our mid and senior level non-commissioned officers (E5-E9)
which represent the bulk of our experience and enlisted leadership. For example,
in our latest readiness assessments, USPACOM intelligence specialists (E5-E9) are
only manned at 66 percent; aviation maintenance technicians (E5-E9) are manned
at 70 percent; and communication specialists (E5-E9) are manned at 83 percent.
Korean linguists manning specialty remains at 64 percent. Additionally, rated pilot
staff manning at Pacific Air Forces is at 81 percent with no projected increase in
the near term.

Personnel in these low density and high demand specialties cannot be replaced
overnight. Length of training and the years required to gain valuable experience re-
quire time. Support of retention-related incentives is essential to the health of our
forces and keeping the experienced personnel we have today. Recent pay increases
have helped and need to continue, but support of infrastructure and readiness fixes
also weigh in our members’ quality of life, and their decision to stay in the Armed
Forces. Where manning shortfalls are most severe, selective reenlistment bonuses
should be considered as an option.

In addition to manning considerations, headquarters reductions continue to im-
pact our ability to be proactive and plan as the reduced staff manages an increasing
number of critical programs required in support of national security and the NMS.
As T testified, our staff is taking the lead on future capabilities such as the joint
mission force, expanding the littoral battlespace, and the combatant headquarters
?f tl}lle future with CINC21. These capabilities suffer when our limited staffs are cut
urther.

Within the Defense Department, we are minimizing the impact of our shortages
with reliance on the outstanding capabilities of the Reserve components. This capa-
bility must be recognized and supported within and outside the Defense Depart-
ment. The services and our components have made significant progress in correcting
personnel problems, but maintaining Active and Reserve personnel accounts at ap-
propriate levels in each skill area and grade is a challenge that will receive our con-
tinuous attention and emphasis.

General SCHWARTZ. Let me answer the second part of your question first. We felt
we needed to revise the SOFA in order to address long-standing perceptions of the
Korean people that the SOFA was unfair to them in several respects, especially in
comparison to our SOFA with Japan. In 1995, the Republic of Korea (ROK) Govern-
ment raised about 20 issues for discussion, headlined by their strong desire for pre-
trial custody of SOFA personnel accused of violating ROK law, similar to that in
Japan. Former Secretary William Perry offered comparable treatment to Japan and
our other allies on custody in exchange for certain assurances of fair treatment and
a substantial reduction of issues. However, after considerable effort to reach agree-
ment, negotiations on these issues stalled and were suspended by the two sides in
1997.

After a technical review of the issues at the expert level in May 1999, the Korean
side attempted to restart negotiations with a compromise proposal. As it failed to
fully address our concerns for the rights of accused persons and as our mutual fail-
ure to resolve these issues threatened to drive a wedge in the alliance, former Am-
bassador Stephen Bosworth and I asked our team to develop creative solutions for
resolving the impasse. After a lot of hard work, a new U.S. proposal on custody and
assurances was delivered to the Korean side in May 2000. In addition, the Korean
side raised several other high priority issues, including environmental protection,
labor rights of Korean employees of USFK, and plant quarantine. That led to a re-
sumption of formal negotiations on 2 August 2000 and ultimate agreement for revi-
sion of the SOFA on 18 January 2001. The revisions were subsequently approved
under the procedures of both governments and entered into force on 2 April 2001.
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A number of significant changes were made. First, although under the previous
agreement the U.S. was permitted to retain custody until the completion of all judi-
cial proceedings, including appeals, the ROK may now receive custody upon indict-
ment if it requests in any one of 12 categories of serious cases. Such cases include
murder, rape, kidnapping, arson, drug trafficking or manufacturing, robbery with a
dangerous weapon, and also cases of assaults, drunk driving, or fleeing the scene
of an accident that result in death. In very serious cases of murder or rape, if the
Korean police arrest a SOFA accused in the act, in hot pursuit, or before he or she
returns to military control, they may retain custody.

However, our personnel will be protected by a very strong package of “due proc-
ess” rights while in Korean pretrial custody and confinement, including the right
to release on bail. A person subject to custody upon arrest (e.g., caught in the act
for murder) may not be interrogated until BOTH a U.S. representative and a lawyer
representing the accused is present. Statements taken without their presence are
not admissible in court. Korean authorities may not question an accused in their
custody after indictment, except about totally unrelated matters; even then, a U.S.
representative must be present during the interrogation. Thus, our concerns about
the real possibility of an involuntary confession during a custodial interrogation
have been substantially alleviated.

In addition, SOFA personnel will be entitled to a pretrial confinement hearing
with a lawyer present and will not be confined by the ROK without a judge’s deter-
mination that confinement is warranted because there is reasonable cause to believe
(1) that he/she committed the offense; and (2) that he/she may flee, or (3) that he/
she has destroyed or may destroy evidence, or (4) that he/she may cause harm to
a victim, witness, or family member of a witness or victim. This is very similar to
the due process procedures existing in U.S. law. The accused will also be protected
from unfair violations of privacy while in pretrial confinement, especially during
staged reenactments of the alleged offense.

In the area of environmental protection, we added an Agreed Minute emphasizing
the commitment of both governments to recognize the importance of environmental
protection. The U.S. Government agreed to implement the SOFA consistent with the
protection of the environment and public health and confirmed its policy to respect
relevant ROK environmental laws. The ROK Government confirmed its policy to im-
plement its environmental laws with regard for the health and safety of U.S. per-
sonnel. In short, we sought and obtained a mutual and aspirational agreement to
protect the environment.

The word “respect” is used intentionally here. The U.S. sees it as a goal to try
to operate within relevant ROK environmental laws, as enforced and applied, to the
best of its ability and within resource constraints. However, as an equal sovereign,
the U.S. is not obligated to comply strictly with each and every ROK law or regula-
tion.

Basically, we all hope to live and work in a better environment. The real problem
is that environmental cleanup (or restoration) requires a large commitment of re-
sources. We could not commit to environmental restoration, except to the extent nec-
essary to protect the public health, without the availability of funds. In addition,
an agreement to restore the environment fully would be inconsistent with the basic
trade-off in Article IV, SOFA. Under Article IV, when the U.S. returns facilities and
areas to the ROK Government, the U.S. is not obligated to restore them to their
original condition. In turn, the ROK Government is not obligated to compensate the
U.S. for any improvements or structures left behind.

In a separate, non-binding “Memorandum of Special Understandings on Environ-
mental Protection,” we mutually agreed to cooperate on environmental governing
standards (EGS), to share information and to provide for appropriate access to
USFK facilities and areas and to consult on risks. In addition, the U.S. Government
confirmed its policy to conduct environmental performance assessments and the
ROK Government confirmed its policy to respond to outside contamination sources
that endanger health. It was also agreed that the Environment Subcommittee and
relevant SOFA Subcommittees would meet regularly to discuss environmental
issues.

The agreement is considered a statement of principles, similar to that declared
by the U.S. and Japan in September 2000, not a binding international agreement.
Most of these things are simply standard U.S. policy—things we have long tried
hard to do. Our agreements in this area, the Agreed Minute clause and this sepa-
rate agreement, are designed to be mutual—it is important that both governments
do what they can to improve the environment.

The SOFA Joint Committee must still agree on a means to provide “appropriate
access” by ROK officials to U.S. facilities. We prefer “joint visits” at our option, rath-
er than “joint inspections,” especially on Article III facilities and areas where we
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have been granted exclusive use and full control by the ROK Government. We also
plan to institutionalize procedures for the rapid notification, response, and remedi-
ation of new environmental incidents or spills. We are close to an agreement in
these areas. However, while we agreed to remediate new incidents or spills, we did
not agree to environmental restoration of existing facilities and areas upon their re-
turn to the ROK Government as that would be inconsistent with Article IV, SOFA.

In a significant new agreement affecting preferential hiring of our Korean na-
tional employees, it was agreed in exchange for “positive consideration” of applica-
tions by family members of military personnel and the civilian component to accept
employment on the Korean economy. This does not include dependents of invited
contractors. Any of the eight employment status categories (E-1 thru E-8) that pre-
viously required a different visa status will be available to our family members as
long as they meet the employment requirements for a position under Korean immi-
gration law, whether full or part-time. Family members will not have to give up
their SOFA A-3 visa; instead they may be granted permission to work as an addi-
tional activity while in Korea on that visa. However, Korean taxes must be paid on
any income received.

In another significant agreement affecting criminal jurisdiction, it was agreed
that minor traffic offenses resulting in property damage only will no longer be re-
ported as a crime as long as adequate private insurance is maintained as in case
of a personally owned vehicle (POV) accident or if the matter can be settled under
Article XXIII, Claims, as occurring in the course of official duty. The Claims process
will be the “efficient legal remedy” for such accidents, without prejudice to the
rights of the victim. In other words, the victim could still file a criminal complaint
if not adequately compensated. Dependents are not included because the U.S. Gov-
ernment cannot act as an insurer of last resort under the Claims article for depend-
ents. This should dramatically lower the statistics of so-called “crimes” committed
by SOFA personnel.

Also in the labor area, we streamlined and shortened the mediation procedures
required under Article XVII, SOFA, before collective labor action or strikes may be
taken. We agreed to use the ROK Labor Relations Commission for this purpose,
while preserving the right of the Joint Committee to make the final decision on a
dispute. We also preserved management’s ability to downsize the labor force due to
resource constraints or mission changes and agreed that Korean employees would
not be terminated without “just cause”.

With respect to plant quarantine, we agreed in principle to accept “joint inspec-
tions” of animal and plant products brought into Korea to resupply the troops,
under procedures yet to be established by the Joint Committee. However, we must
retain the ability to bring in fresh fruits and vegetables without undue delay, even
those on the ROK banned list. Negotiations continue in the SOFA Animal and Plant
Health Inspection Subcommittee.

As you may be aware, one of the greatest threats to readiness in Korea is the
denial of access to required training areas due to urban development, the scarcity
of arable land for agriculture and farming, and encroachments by private land-
owners, many of whom have not been fully compensated by the ROK Government
for the use of their land by USFK as required by SOFA Article V. To better protect
our facilities and areas from encroachment, the ROK Government has agreed to
promptly initiate steps toward removing encroachments, including administrative
measures acceptable to both sides. The U.S. is permitted to take necessary measures
to properly manage and prevent encroachment to the extent possible, with ROK ad-
ministrative support upon request. We further agreed to jointly survey existing fa-
cilities and areas and to provide a better accounting for the use being made of them.

We also agreed to notify and consult with the ROK Government concerning
planned modification or removal of indigenous buildings and concerning new con-
struction or alterations that might affect the ability of local communities to provide
relevant utilities and services, or may affect the public health and safety. This does
not mean a veto, but consultation. Subsequent discussions regarding implementa-
tion of this provision indicate that the ROK Ministry of National Defense still in-
sists that USFK should submit building plans to and obtain building permits from
local governments, however, that is inconsistent with our agreement to consult at
the central government level. We cannot be forced into the position of having to deal
with each and every local government. It is the responsibility of the central govern-
ment to elevate any concerns they may have to the government-to-government level.

We also adopted a new procedure for the service of civil process upon SOFA per-
sonnel so that private lawsuits may be more readily settled in Korean courts, simi-
lar to that recently agreed in Germany.

Finally, although not legally binding upon the two governments or the Joint Com-
mittee, the two chiefs of delegation signed a separate “Record of Discussions” re-
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garding Korean access to our Non-Appropriated Fund Organizations (NAFO), our
clubs and recreational facilities. The delegation chiefs reconfirmed the U.S. commit-
ment that only qualified persons may use NAFO facilities, recommended that the
SOFA Joint Committee conduct a review to determine who may use NAFO facilities,
the conditions of that use, and the appropriate means of assuring compliance, and
recommended revision of a 25 June 81 agreement regarding “Membership in the
USFK Club System” by 31 Dec 2001. (The Joint Committee agreed to take up these
tasks on 2 April 2001.)

The delegation chiefs further recommended that the review should determine the
appropriate number of Korean members who may participate in USFK clubs; the
reasonable and effective measures, including Korean government officials’ access to
NAFO facilities to monitor the measures taken when formally requested and ac-
corded, to prevent unauthorized use of NAFO facilities; and that it should address
the issue of Korean citizen honorary memberships in NAFO golf clubs. The Korean
side confirmed that it would permit Korean employees and Korean guests accom-
panied by USFK personnel to consume food and beverages on the premises of NAFO
dining facilities (in other words, the Korean side opposes the concept of unescorted
guests). Finally, the delegation chiefs recommended that the 1981 agreement be re-
vised to accommodate these recommendations by 31 Dec 2001. If the Joint Commit-
tee is unable to do so, they recommended that the matter be resolved through diplo-
matic channels.

Overall, we consider these changes to be balanced and positive. They reflect a ma-
turing ROK-U.S. alliance. We are working hard with our ROK ally to implement
them in good faith in order to preserve and maintain this great alliance.

PERSONNEL

5. Senator ALLARD. Admiral Blair or General Schwartz, in your written statement
you mentioned a concern over a shortage of personnel. Can you handle this within
the Defense Department? Do we need an increase in force structure?

General SCHWARTZ. In peacetime, we experience a 90 percent turnover every year.
My recommendation would be to increase the number of accompanied tours to Korea
and fund infrastructure improvements to make Korea a tour of choice. We need to
man the force to meet our requirements, especially in forward deployed/assigned
units. We also need to leverage reach back capabilities.

[Deleted.]

Each of these issues can be handled within the Department of Defense.

INTELLIGENCE

6. Senator ALLARD. Admiral Blair, General Pace, and General Schwartz, what is
your most significant shortfall in the intelligence and communications infrastruc-
ture? Do you have sufficient satellite communications capability? What must we do
to ensure we have the capacity and flexibility to support your communications re-
quirements in the next 5 to 10 years?

Admiral BLAIR. Senator, I appreciate you asking me this question. Command, con-
trol, communications, computers, and intelligence (C4I) shortfalls have been my
major concern in U.S. Pacific Command (USPACOM) since I took command. Of par-
ticular concern is satellite service for the highly mobile maritime and ground forces
and last mile network connectivity for the in-garrison commands. The tyranny of
distance, as well as the lack of formal alliances in this theater increases my reliance
on tactical satellite communications to support commanders. For example, my Joint
Task Force (JTF) Commanders are reliant on video teleconferencing and collabora-
tion to enhance their situational awareness, synchronize missions, and accelerate
command and control. This requires large satellite bandwidth. Last mile
connectivity to in-garrison forces is just as important, and not to be overlooked. For
force protection, I am especially interested in increasing classified network services
throughout my AOR. We need to ensure this keeps pace with the rest of the commu-
nications infrastructure modernization. It has also become increasingly evident that
we need to operate with our coalition partners. In USPACOM, we have an initiative
called the Combined Operations Wide Area Network, or COWAN for short. This
multi-purpose network will provide transport capability with enough flexibility to
protect sensitive information within appropriate communities of interest.

In addition, my Director of Intelligence, Rear Admiral LeVitre, identified short-
falls in intelligence support during her testimony to the House Permanent Select
Committee on Intelligence. In the Pacific theater, our intelligence collection, produc-
tion, and dissemination processes depend heavily on the availability of a reliable,
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robust communications infrastructure. Despite major advances in communication
technologies, increased availability of high bandwidth transmission across the Pa-
cific Ocean, and decreasing cost of long-haul communications, we are still short of
bandwidth on the national networks. The relatively high cost of transoceanic com-
munications in the Pacific theater AOR prevents planners from providing sufficient
bandwidth on national network infrastructures, and currently programmed in-
creases in available bandwidth fall far short of low-end requirements identified in
past communications studies and surveys. As a result, we face a severe and worsen-
ing shortage of accessible communications bandwidth caused by the ever-increasing
demand for online and interactive intelligence information in the form of imagery,
video conferencing, online collaboration applications, intelligence data bases,
Intelink web content, and other forms.

We do not have sufficient satellite communications (SATCOM) capability. Since
my theater is vastly separated by water, satellite communications are vital assets
that link deployed tactical forces with online, interactive, and responsive intelligence
and critical command and control information. Among the deficiencies are:

(1) lack of readily available high-capacity transmission links;
(2) limited satellite communications ground stations; and,
(3) limited availability of high-cost mobile satellite terminals.

We must find better ways of disseminating intelligence to our remotely stationed
forces. Though existing programs (e.g., Trojan Spirit II, fielded in the Pacific theater
at Joint Task Force commands, and the Global Broadcast System) will lessen the
current shortfall, new satellite communications technologies are still needed to meet
the ever-growing intelligence requirements at the lowest tactical level.

[Deleted.]

USPACOM is a dynamic and challenging theater whose AOR is of vital security
interest to the United States. The command and control and intelligence missions
are demanding and difficult. To succeed, there must be sustained investment in crit-
ical capabilities necessary to support a wide range of military operations in a vast,
heterogeneous, and increasingly tense theater. The snapshot view of our commu-
nications infrastructure appears insufficient to support USPACOM plans, oper-
ations, and associated intelligence requirements. In response to the increasing infor-
mation requirements, we must continue to invest in communications technology re-
freshments which improve our ability to manage our vast infrastructure more effi-
ciently, increase remote operations, improve intelligence access to the tactical
warfighter, significantly increase available communications bandwidth, and empha-
size coalition connectivity and interoperability. We need releasable equipment, ac-
creditation of public key infrastructure/technology that will facilitate virtual private
network capability.

[Deleted.]

With the emphasis on unmanned vehicles, I see a great potential for putting com-
munications relay packages on platforms such as Global Hawk to improve our ca-
pacity when there is an emergent requirement. However, equipment that use sat-
ellite services should evolve their usage to new formats that leverage satellite chan-
nel capacity. We have been successful in encouraging the use of demand assigned
multiple access circuits, however there are still systems that demand the full [de-
leted] channel and unfortunately we have not always been able to support their mis-
sions.

General PACE. [Deleted.]

Our most significant shortfall in communications infrastructure is the lack of ac-
cess to the Defense Information Systems Network (DISN). This shortfall impacts
our ability to provide voice, data, and video to U.S. forces deployed throughout our
AOR. Currently, we rely on commercial satellite services procured by the State De-
partment’s Diplomatic Telecommunications Service Program Office to provide lim-
ited voice, data, and video capabilities. We are partnering with Defense Information
Systems Agency (DISA) to extend the DISN into the SOUTHCOM AOR. This initia-
tive will provide us a faster, more reliable, cost effective, and robust communications
infrastructure.

[Deleted.]

We must continue to pursue new capabilities and systems that provide reliable
and flexible communications services. Sustained support for promising initiatives,
like the Advanced MILSATCOM Program, which is designed to satisfy military re-
quirements for assured access, survivability, and flexible mobile-netted communica-
tions, will help us alleviate current shortfalls in meeting our most critical commu-
nications requirements.
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General SCHWARTZ. USFK’s most significant intelligence infrastructure shortfall
is [deleted]. We have received unprogrammed, single year “plus-ups,” however, the
money has been limited to current year dollars without sustainment. [Deleted.]

Funding constraints have prevented multiyear planning, adequate staffing, and
the timely introduction of emerging technologies. In fact, every year we maintain
the status quo, we actually regress because we cannot keep pace with the rest of
the [deleted].

No, I do not have sufficient satellite communications capability.

[Deleted.]

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR SUSAN COLLINS
CHINA AND TAIWAN

7. Senator COLLINS. Admiral Blair, the recent rhetoric between China and Taiwan
seems to be at a high level. Can you further define the recent patterns of activity
by China? Is the activity within normal limits or are you seeing signs of a major
exercise or major operation?

Admiral BLAIR. The People’s Republic of China (PRC) appears to have adopted a
more active forward defense of land and sea borders. People’s Liberation Army
(PLA) forces have identified operational weaknesses and are incrementally address-
ing them as they slowly transition to a more modern force. This modernization is
important to the PLA not only in a Taiwan scenario, but also for any regional con-
flict involving the PRC. As a result, we are beginning to see the results of this mod-
ernization effort. Increased training levels and modernization make the execution of
military options easier; however, there is no evidence to suggest that ongoing activ-
ity is in preparation for any near term specific military operation.

CHINA’S MISSILE TECHNOLOGY EXPORTS

8. Senator COLLINS. Admiral Blair, China has increased its exports of missile
technology in recent years to Pakistan, Iran, North Korea, and Libya and now must
be watched “carefully” to see if China’s communist leaders abide by the terms of
a non-assistance pledge they made last November. Do you have additional com-
ments on China’s missile technology exports?

Admiral BLAIR. [Deleted.]

TAIWAN ARMS SALES

9. Senator COLLINS. Admiral Blair, China has recently launched a diplomatic of-
fensive aimed at preventing the high-tech arms sales to Taiwan. Among other items,
Taiwan has requested to buy four Arleigh Burke class destroyers. Understanding
that there is a delicate balance to strike between supporting Taiwan’s self-defense
capability and maintaining relations with China, I am of the mind that the sale of
these destroyers would meet the U.S. legal obligation to assist Taiwan in maintain-
ing a self-defense capability in accordance with the Taiwan Relations Act of 1979.
I would be interested in hearing your opinion on Taiwan’s need for these systems
and the pros and cons associated with the sale of these destroyers.

Admiral BLAIR. [Deleted.]

HUMAN RIGHTS STATUS

10. Senator COLLINS. General Pace, what is the status of human rights in the
AOR? What is the status of human rights in Colombia?

General PACE. I consider human rights to be a developing success story in the
USSOUTHCOM AOR. Most of the nations in the AOR continue to implement legis-
lation and create institutions to protect the human rights of their citizens. For ex-
ample, the Dominican Republic established a school to teach human rights to their
military troops, Colombia established an equivalent of our Staff Judge Advocate
Corps, and virtually all the nations in the region cooperatively developed a human
rights consensus document to establish standards of conduct, measures of effective-
ness, and training criteria for military and police forces. While there is still much
to be done, I am optimistic the nations in the region are addressing this important
issue seriously.

Colombia has the most visible ongoing human rights challenges and the most ag-
gressive human rights program. We believe the Colombian government and, in par-
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ticular, the Colombian military have made significant progress in their efforts to
curtail human rights abuses. During the late 1980s and early 1990s, about 60 per-
cent of all reported accusations of human rights abuses were made against the Co-
lombian military. Last year, the number attributable to the military fell to less than
2 percent of all accusations. This progress is a direct result of leadership at the
highest levels of the Colombian military taking an active role in changing the cul-
ture of their institution by educating their forces on human rights standards, estab-
lishing a staff judge advocate school to train their lawyers, establishing Rules of En-
gagement for the troops, investigating allegations, and dismissing those found guilty
of committing human rights violations or collusion with the illegal self defense
forces. Last year the Colombian military under the direction of Minister of Defense
Ramirez dismissed 388 officers suspected of human rights violations. The recent ap-
pointment of Gustavo Bell as the nation’s Minister of Defense is another sign of the
Colombian government’s and military’s commitment to institutionalize human
rights standards and practices into everyday operations. Mr. Bell has been Presi-
dent Pastrana’s point man for human rights reforms during the latter’s administra-
tion and a strong advocate of change and evolution in the area of human rights.
Mr. Bell’s appointment as Minister of Defense serves to reinforce the Colombian
government’s commitment to human rights and should continue to build upon the
significant progress demonstrated by Colombia in recent years.

OPERATIONS IN SOUTHERN COLOMBIA

11. Senator COLLINS. General Pace, what is the status of operations in southern
Colombia, including the program to purchase UH-60s and UH-1H IIs for Colombia?
What are the anticipated regional impacts and threat assessment as a result of im-
plementation of military aspects of Plan Colombia?

General PACE. [Deleted.]

The Department of State International Narcotics and Law Enforcement (DoS/INL)
has contracted with Sikorsky Aircraft Corporation for the procurement and delivery
of 14 UH-60Ls. The first UH-60 aircraft are projected to arrive in Colombia in July
2001. All 14 aircraft should be in Colombia by December 2001. DoS/INL is negotiat-
ing with Bell Helicopter Textron Incorporated for the procurement and delivery of
20 Huey IIs. The first Huey II aircraft is expected to arrive in Colombia by January
2002. All 20 Huey II aircraft are projected to be in Colombia by June 2002.

The drug trafficking organizations have shown considerable skill in adapting their
manufacturing procedures, production locations, transportation routes, and markets
in response to interdiction efforts. That said, [deleted].

MISSILE PROLIFERATION

12. Senator COLLINS. General Schwartz, recent reports indicate that North Korea
has been a key source of missile-related technology, expertise, and equipment for
the Iranians since the early 1990s. Due to extensive equipment and technical assist-
ance from North Korea, Iran now can produce Scud missiles. Which technologies do
you suspect North Korea is providing to our other key adversaries and what regions
do you believe are seeking these technologies? What more can or should we be doing
to prevent this proliferation?

General SCHWARTZ. [Deleted.]

AGREED FRAMEWORK

13. Senator COLLINS. General Schwartz, in October 1994, the U.S. and North
Korea entered into the Agreed Framework in an effort to control the potential devel-
opment of nuclear weapons by North Korea. The heart of the Agreed Framework
and the amending accords is a deal under which the United States will provide
North Korea with a package of nuclear, energy, economic, and diplomatic benefits,
in return North Korea will halt the operations and infrastructure of its nuclear pro-
gram. What is your view on the extent to which the Framework’s objectives have
been satisfied thus far? What is your view on the prospect for ultimate success of
the agreement?

General SCHWARTZ. We should measure the Agreed Framework against our non-
proliferation objectives. The DPRK made two very significant nonproliferation agree-
ments beyond the freezing of the facilities at Yongbyon and the canning of the
known fuel rods. First, the DPRK agreed to permit at the conclusion of the light
water reactor (LWR) supply contract ad hoc and routine inspections by the Inter-
national Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) of facilities not subject to the freeze. Second,
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the DPRK agreed to come into full compliance with IAEA Safeguards Agreement be-
fore completion of the LWR project.

Although the DPRK has, for the most part, lived up to the letter of the Agreed
Framework and the agreement has achieved the near term objective of shutting
down the Yongbyon facilities, implementation of the Agreed Framework is incom-
plete. To date these graphite moderated reactors remain frozen, and all known in-
tact rods are canned, and under IAEA seal. For the LWRs to become operational
the DPRK must be in full compliance with IAEA safeguards. No indication exists
that North Korea is ready to accept the prerequisite level of transparency. Unfortu-
nately, the potential and promise of the Agreed Framework have not yet been fully
realized and the DPRK’s long-term intentions are not clear.

[Deleted.]

INFRASTRUCTURE AND QUALITY OF LIFE

14. Senator COLLINS. General Schwartz, infrastructure and quality of life have
been bill payers for readiness for a long time. However, despite this fact, the morale
and dedication of our service men and woman are extraordinary. In your profes-
sional opinion, what steps can we take this year to make strides in attaining a bal-
anced approach to ensure good training, good quality of life, and good infrastructure
for our troops?

General SCHWARTZ. Achieving our vision and accomplishing our missions require
us to prioritize scarce resources. To do this, we apply the concept of balanced readi-
ness. Balanced readiness blends combat readiness—our ability to “fight tonight”—
with the categories of quality of life for servicemembers and their families, and the
condition of the infrastructure. In fact, in terms of prioritizing military construction
resources today, the quality of life and infrastructure categories of my balanced
readiness concept are the most important. Our military construction (MILCON)
command priorities, then, fall into three categories: (1) War Fighting Readiness, (2)
Infrastructure, and (3) Quality of Life. My immediate concerns right now are quality
of life issues.

A Korean assignment today involves some of the poorest living and working condi-
tions of any permanent change of station assignment in the military. Even with the
great assistance we received from Congress last year, $138 million for quality of life
construction, we continue to face grim conditions throughout this command. We can-
not sacrifice cuts in one category to provide for in another category. My goal is to
make a Korean assignment comparable to other Outside Continental United States
(OCONUS) assignments. To do this we need the continued support of Congress.

Over 50 percent of the servicemembers in U.S. Forces Korea live in inadequate
quarters. These quarters are inadequately maintained due to lack of funding and
are inadequate in terms of size. Quarters in Korea are very small and become very
cramped when furnished to American standards. Overcrowded facilities force us to
billet many unaccompanied personnel off-post in dense urban areas, creating force
protection concerns. This practice not only increases their personal risk, it also im-
poses a high financial burden in terms of out of pocket, cost of living expenses.

Family housing throughout the peninsula is inadequate as well. As with the bar-
racks, the family housing on and off post in Korea is very small and becomes very
cramped when furnished to American standards. Much of the housing in Korea is
over 25 years old and many of the units have never been renovated. Only 9 percent
of the Command serves an accompanied tour due to the lack of available housing
on post. This continuous rotation of personnel every year has a dramatic impact on
all services in Korea and seriously impacts force readiness for U.S. Forces Korea.
Historically, funding for housing in Korea has been minimal. Since 1959, only $43
million has been targeted for family housing. We require $49 million, per year, over
the next 10 years to match our host nation funded construction housing effort.

Many of our soldiers along the Demilitarized Zone (DMZ) are still living and
working in overcrowded and substandard Quonset and H-relocatable barracks that
do not provide the minimum net square footage required by current Army stand-
ards. These substandard facilities have gang latrines and deteriorated heating sys-
tems, do not provide adequate security for soldiers’ personal and military issue
items, waste energy and are becoming structurally unsound.

Furthermore, we cannot renovate these substandard barracks to meet current
standards. These substandard conditions have a significant negative impact on the
health, morale, and mission readiness of the soldiers and units they serve. We need
28 new UOQs at a cost of $49 million per year over the next 10 years.

We presently have 20 physical fitness centers that need to be replaced at a cost
of $15 million per year over the next 10 years. We have 12 dining facilities that
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need immediate replacement at a cost of $14 million per year over the next 10
years. Replacing these unsatisfactory buildings will have an immediate effect on im-
proving the quality of life for our servicemembers.

We desperately need to execute a comprehensive construction program and begin
to eliminate the unacceptable living and working conditions in aging facilities that
U.S. forces in Korea face every day. Last year we received $76 million.

Substandard infrastructure, living, and working conditions are not limited to the
soldiers at the DMZ, but also exist at other Army, Air Force, and Navy installations
throughout the Korean peninsula. The problems continue to grow worse. Chronic
under-funding of sustainment, restoration, and modernization (SRM) funding for
Korea during the past 15 years and the interruption of MILCON dollars for our
command between 1991 and 1994 has limited our ability to give our servicemembers
that quality of life they deserve. Aging facilities are also more costly to maintain.

The extent of our water and electricity problem is best illustrated by the fact that
in 1999 and 2000 alone, the command suffered 437 electrical power and 515 water
supply outages from decaying infrastructure. Currently, we can only afford emer-
gency repairs, which is more costly in the long term than having a preventive main-
tenance program.

Additionally, we are currently in the process of upgrading and improving sewer
and water disposal systems in many of our installations and require support to com-
plete these projects. To repair and upgrade these systems we require $29 million

er year for 10 years for water, $60 million per year for 10 years for electric, and
§61 million per year for 10 years for sewers. In fiscal year 2002, we anticipate $83.4
million in fiscal year 2002 for real property maintenance. This funding will allow
us to keep the doors open to our facilities and make emergency repairs only. It
leaves us $194.0 million short of our total requirement of $274.4 million, which
would allow the command to provide quality facilities and accomplish the routine
maintenance required on a day-to-day basis. Thirty percent of all buildings in the
command are between 40 and 80 years old and 32 percent are classified as tem-
porary buildings.

Being good stewards of the environment in our host country is important to our
mission and the alliance, and a major subset of the infrastructure category. We have
accomplished much but there is more we will do. Future problem mitigation and en-
vironmental protection requires continuous funding from both the Republic of Korea
and U.S. We need an additional $43.6 million in the environmental operations and
maintenance accounts for fiscal year 2002 and approximately $15 million in
MILCON per year over the next 10 years for compliance cleanup, pollution preven-
tion, wastewater treatment facilities, and conservation. Our investment in protect-
ing the Korean environment is the responsible course of action that serves to
strengthen our alliance.

I want to emphasize that the support of Congress and the American people is vi-
tally important to our future in Korea. We thank you for all you have done. Your
MILCON support since 1995 has allowed us to upgrade or replace 126 facilities. We
have an investment of over 50 years in this region, but we cannot continue this in-
vestment 1 year at a time. The U.S. forces in Korea require a continued investment
in basic readiness and quality of life.

READINESS ASSESSMENT

15. Senator COLLINS. Admiral Blair, General Schwartz, and General Pace, re-
cently, a senior officer expressed his concern to me that our current spending pat-
tern is to rob our modernization account to pay for pressing readiness problems. He
also described a disturbing pattern in which the Clinton administration deliberately
under funded readiness accounts with the expectation of a supplemental fix for
these pressing issues. While you have each addressed readiness issues separately
in your testimony, what is your overall assessment of your respective command’s
readiness?

Admiral BLAIR. As previously mentioned in my written testimony, the forces in
U.S. Pacific Command (USPACOM) are fully ready to execute any assigned mission.
We continue to have no reservation about our ability to do our job today, but do
have doubts about our ability to do so in the future unless we make progress in ad-
dressing structural readiness issues.

Overall, the warfighting capabilities of U.S. Armed Forces have leveled out after
recent declines, but there are many critical readiness areas that continue to cause
concern. My issues are focused in eight areas: people; operations and maintenance
funding; mobility infrastructure; sustainment restoration, and modernization; hous-
ing; Army prepositioned stocks; preferred munitions; and medical support.
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People. Readiness starts with people. First, I would like to express the apprecia-
tion of the men and women of the USPACOM for the pay and compensation meas-
ures taken this past year. I strongly applaud the funding in the fiscal year 2000
budget for a base pay increase, elimination of the REDUX retirement system, return
to 50 percent base pay after 20 years of service, and pay table reform that rewards
achievement more than longevity. These actions demonstrate the interest of our Na-
tion in equitably and fairly compensating the men and women of the Armed Forces
both on active duty and in retirement. I also very much endorse Congress’s commit-
ment to keep pay raises above the Employment Cost Index for the next several
years to continue to ensure competitive compensation.

Pay and retirement are not the only areas of concern. To attract and retain highly
motivated, qualified people, we must continue to emphasize quality medical care,
education, and housing while providing the opportunity to live in a secure and safe
environment. We must increase our efforts to pursue improvements in TRICARE so
customer satisfaction, particularly at military treatment facilities, meets the na-
tional standard. This is critical to taking care of our personnel and families. I appre-
ciate the ongoing efforts in the area of dependent education; however, I must em-
phasize we need to continue our efforts so educational standards in Department of
Defense schools offer programs and services that meet or exceed the national aver-
age. We should be especially attentive to revitalizing all housing assets. Current
funding gaps and delays in privatization have endangered our goal to fix the hous-
ing problems by 2010.

Operations and Maintenance Funding. The next most important component of
readiness is funding for operations and maintenance. These funds provide spare
parts, fuel for aircraft, ships, and tanks, funds to train, and upkeep for our bases.
Here the news is not positive. The Pacific component commands gained only mar-
ginally from fiscal year 1999 and 2000 Emergency/Readiness Supplemental Appro-
priations. Further, the funds provided were only sufficient to prevent further de-
clines in readiness rather than assist in any measurable increase. Accordingly, the
readiness of our component commands is not expected to reflect any significant in-
crease this fiscal year from supplemental funding. Forward deployed forces and
forces deploying to contingencies are at a high state of readiness. Non-deployed and
rear area forces are at lower readiness. Camps, posts, and stations continue to dete-
riorate.

Mobility Infrastructure. Of particular concern is the transportation infrastructure
required to deploy forces across the Pacific in support of conflict in Korea or other
operations. The problem centers on aging fuel systems in Alaska, Hawaii, Guam,
and Japan, specifically, fuel hydrant distribution systems and storage tanks, which
in many cases are nearly 50 years old and nearing the end of their useful service
life. These existing systems are not only very costly to maintain, but their age re-
duces our capacity to speed strategic airlift across the Pacific. The continued appro-
priation of resources is absolutely essential to maintain this upward trend and com-
plete the necessary repairs of our aging mobility infrastructure.

Sustainment, Restoration, and Modernization (SRM). SRM is showing the com-
bined effects of aging facilities and cumulative underfunding. The result is a mainte-
nance backlog that will continue to grow unless the Services can program more
funds. These programs must reflect a commitment to having first-rate facilities that
are on a par with the quality of our people and weapons systems. Our components
require approximately $3.6 billion over the next 5 years to fix this backlog. This
amount is above what is needed to maintain the status quo on our bases and infra-
structure. The shortfall in SRM affects readiness, quality of life, retention, and force
protection, and can no longer be ignored. Our people deserve to live and work in
first-class buildings. We have not yet reached this standard.

Housing. Safe, adequate, well-maintained housing remains one of my top quality
of life concerns. In the Pacific area of responsibility, the latest assessment shows
military family housing (MFP) units totaled 79,471, with shortfalls of over 11,000
on the west coast and Hawaii, 4,000 in Japan, and 2,650 in Korea. We are working
hard to correct the housing problems with projects ranging from whole barracks re-
newals at Fort Richardson, Alaska, and Schofield Barracks, Hawaii, to new family
housing at Pearl Harbor and Kaneohe Bay, Hawaii. However, much more remains
to be done and I need your continued support for these very important programs
which are vital to retaining the quality people that are the cornerstone of our mili-
tary strength.

Army Prepositioned Stocks. A key logistics and sustainment shortfall remains the
Army Prepositioned Stocks 4 (APS—4) Brigade Set located in Korea. Army heavy
forces deploying to fight on the Korean peninsula would fall in on this equipment.
Although we are happy with the status of the Brigade Set, crucial shortages exist
in sustainment stocks that impact our ability to replace combat losses. I fully sup-



168

port CINCUNC/CFC’s requirement to have this set of equipment become a Korean
version of the capability that exists in Kuwait to support Central Command.

Preferred Munitions. Another logistics shortfall in USPACOM is preferred muni-
tions. Operations in Kosovo severely depleted worldwide stocks of Navy and Air
Force precision guided munitions, including many types designated in our plans for
use in Korea. Although Service programs have received supplemental funding that
will alleviate some of the shortfalls over time, critical shortages exist now. Theater
plans can still be executed successfully, but only by substituting less effective muni-
tions early in the conflict. The result is additional high-risk sorties by combat crews,
a longer conflict, and higher casualties.

Medical Support. Finally, we may be accepting some risk in the area of medical
support. Although funding has been programmed to meet prepositioned medical sup-
ply shortfalls, and a test will be made of the shortages of prepositioned medical sup-
plies, an initial shortfall in the number of hospital beds, the movement of additional
hospitals and personnel from continental U.S.-based hospital facilities, and the un-
tested ability of the industrial base and medical logistics programs to support mas-
sive deployment and initial in-theater requirements, makes our ability to provide
adequate force health protection uncertain.

In summary, USPACOM can do the job today. However, we need continued in-
vestments to attract and retain quality personnel, maintain both our equipment and
facilities, build stocks of the most modern munitions and equipment needed to sus-
tain combat operations most effectively, and provide medical support during a major
theater war.

General SCHWARTZ. As I report in my Joint Monthly Readiness Review (JMRR),
all CFC units are prepared to execute their wartime mission. However, we have
some significant deficiencies that are reported in great detail to the Joint Staff. [De-
leted.] While there have been only minor changes to the readiness issues reported
in the JMRR, CFC believes there is [deleted].

General PACE. There are shortfalls within our units. With one exception, none of
iche shortfalls significantly impact our ability to accomplish assigned missions. [De-
eted.]

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR MARY L. LANDRIEU
PLAN COLOMBIA AND NARCO-TERRORISM

16. Senator LANDRIEU. General Pace, last year I followed the debates over Plan
Colombia, our approach to the problem of narco-terrorism in South America, and
the issues surrounding counter-narcotics efforts with great interest. I am concerned,
however, that Plan Colombia was significantly watered down. I believe its focus on
Colombia risks simply pushing drug producers, processors, smugglers, and possibly
the rebels themselves across the borders into the neighboring countries of Ven-
ezuela, Brazil, Peru, and Ecuador. This would just exacerbate the problem and turn
Colombia’s problem into a regional one. Do you agree with this assessment and, if
so, what changes would you recommend to make Plan Colombia more effective
throughout your AOR?

General PACE. While various elements of the drug trafficking business already im-
pact virtually all nations in the region, I agree with your assessment that a success-
fully executed Plan Colombia increases the risk of pushing drug producers, proc-
essors, and smugglers across the borders into neighboring countries. Due to the po-
tentially lucrative profits of the narco-trafficking business, I fully expect drug traf-
ficking organizations (DTOs) to employ every measure possible, including migration
of their activities across Colombian borders, to continue their operations. Fortu-
nately, no major change of direction is required in planned U.S. support for Colom-
bia and its neighbors. The Department of State-led U.S. Government interagency ef-
fort supporting Plan Colombia anticipated this DTO reaction and is already coordi-
nating the regional response required to contain spillover. A substantial percentage
of both the fiscal year 2001 Emergency Supplemental and the proposed fiscal year
2002 Andean Regional Initiative (ARI) provide funds to develop bordering country
capabilities specifically designed to address this problem. USSOUTHCOM, through
the Department of Defense, is actively supporting this Department of State-led ef-
fort.

COLOMBIAN REBELS

17. Senator LANDRIEU. General Pace, just last week, the U.S. Ambassador to Co-
lombia, Anne Patterson, endorsed a proposal to grant Colombia’s second-largest
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rebel group a demilitarized enclave to help revive suspended peace talks. This pro-
posal, part of President Andres Pastrana’s land-for-peace policy, would hand over
a territory in northern Colombia to the 5,000-member National Liberation Army
with all government troops and police leaving the zone. Based purely on your mili-
tary expertise, what is your assessment of the Colombian military’s ability to exe-
cute Plan Colombia and deal with these rebels?

General PACE. [Deleted.]

READINESS AND CURRENT OPERATIONS

18. Senator LANDRIEU. Admiral Blair, General Pace, and General Schwartz, last
week this committee was briefed by Generals Ralston and Franks on the status of
their AORs. Like them, you have provided superb prepared statements which ad-
dress your engagement plans and needs. I have a few follow-up questions:

JSTARS. The Air Force reports that JSTARS platforms and air crews are severely
burdened due to CINCs’ requirements—particularly in the EUCOM ard CENTCOM
AORs. For the past 3 years Congress has added funds to continue procurement of
the JSTARS aircraft moving the fleet size toward the Joint Requirements Oversight
Council (JROC) requirement of 19. I would like you to give your views on the impor-
tance of that system to your AOR, your war plans, and if you have been constrained
due to lack of assets.

Force Reductions. Given the fact that our forward-deployed forces in Korea serve
mainly as a “tripwire” and source of deterrence, do you see any room for reductions
in those forces in the near future?

Burden-sharing. With regards to the renegotiation of the Special Measures Agree-
ment, what is the status of those negotiations and what are your expectations as
to increase South Korean support of the financial costs associated with the facilities
and forces we base there?

Admiral BLAIR. Moving Target Indicator (MTI) coverage over the Korean Penin-
sula is a [deleted]. JSTARS is invaluable in providing deep-look MTI especially in
light of ongoing [deleted]. The aircraft, however, is allocated to the Pacific theater
[deleted] JSTARS support to the theater is required. During a conflict, JSTARS will
play a critical role in providing MTI coverage of enemy activities. [Deleted.] This is
expected to increase in subsequent re-writes of the OPLANS as more JSTARS air-
craft and trained aircrew come on-line. [Deleted.]

General PACE. [Deleted.]

General SCHWARTZ. [Deleted.]

No. The strength of our alliance with the Republic of Korea (ROK) is our pres-
ence. The ROK soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines defend the Republic everyday.
They defend the majority of the Demilitarized Zone forward of most USFK forces.
Northeast Asia will remain vital in both strategic and tactical terms. Our presence
demonstrates our commitment to regional partners and provides credible and prac-
tical contribution to regional stability and security. Continued access to Northeast
Asia will be critical to respond to future contingencies/crises. Regional presence en-
ables us to respond more rapidly and flexibly. Many variables will determine the
shape and size of our presence such as the nature of regional security situation and
the national interest of our host nation and perceived threats to those interests.
However the U.S. will have national interests in the region well into the future.

Ambassador Marisa Lino, Senior Advisor to the Assistant Secretary of State for
Political-Military Affairs, led the U.S. delegation in the first round of the 2001 Spe-
cial Measures Agreement (SMA) negotiations with the Republic of Korea’s Govern-
ment (ROKG) on 29-30 March in Seoul. The U.S. proposed a multi-year agreement,
within the current SMA structure, with a baseline contribution of USD 584 million
for 2002. Ambassador Lino further proposed that contributions for future years
should be calculated with a growth equation based upon the previous year’s infla-
tion rate, GDP growth, and a fixed escalator clause to ensure that the overall ROK
contributions reflect an increasing percentage of USFK non-personnel stationing
costs and fair consideration of the ROK’s economic situation. The ROKG SMA rep-
resentatives during the initial meeting in March and during three subsequent work-
ing level meetings lead by the U.S. Embassy expressed concerns about our assess-
ment of their ability to pay, evaluation of contributions outside of the SMA, commit-
ment to a multi-year agreement, and overall fairness.

Despite the gaps in our initial positions, we fully anticipate a new Special Meas-
ures Agreement, which results in fair, real, and meaningful growth in the Republic
of Korea’s contribution to the payment of USFK’s non-personnel stationing costs.
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PEACE NEGOTIATIONS

19. Senator LANDRIEU. Admiral Blair and General Schwartz, in your opening
statements you both allude to the fact that, while the last year has seen breath-
taking developments in North Korea’s relationship with the South and the rest of
the world, their training cycle last winter and over the summer was robust and you
evaluate their military as “bigger, better, closer, and deadlier” than when you
briefed this committee last year. At the same time, the North Korean economy is
a shambles and most experts agree that the country is breaking down—the only
question is whether it will explode or implode. Recently, the President has ex-
pressed skepticism about ongoing peace negotiations between North and South
Korea and decided to postpone talks with the North. Just last Friday, European
Union leaders announced they would dispatch their own team of mediators to try
and jump-start the talks. What is your assessment of the ongoing peace negotiations
and what impact do you believe the EU’s actions will have on the process?

Admiral BLAIR. President Bush’s 6 June policy announcement on North Korea has
changed the dynamics of the issue significantly. At this time, our State Department
and its peers in the Republic of Korea (ROK) and other nations have the lead in
the diplomatic campaign to convince North Korea to move from rogue state to be-
coming a more normal member of the international community—with all the bene-
fits and responsibilities that entails. As a military leader, I am concerned Kim Jong-
Il continues to devote scarce resources to maintaining a large conventional military
force that threatens regional peace and prosperity. I certainly support the multilat-
eral efforts to reduce that threat and hold North Korea responsible for adhering to
international norms.

General SCHWARTZ. The historic meeting between President Kim Dae-Jung and
Chairman Kim Jong-Il initiated a great deal of diplomatic activity on the Korean
peninsula which touched off a wave of reconciliation euphoria in South Korea and
generated the public perception that peace was just around the corner. As I noted
in my statement, the initial pace of diplomatic activity in the summer and fall of
2000 was indeed staggering. North Korea, however, is not a predictable and reliable
partner for the ROK. The North Koreans have repeatedly stalled the promised fol-
low-on to the first ever meeting of defense ministers in September 2001. North
Korea has yet to implement any meaningful military confidence building measures
(CBM). A detailed agreement, which could have served as a model CBM, on the con-
struction of the Seoul-Sinuiju transportation corridor remains unsigned. Meetings at
the ministerial-level sponsored by the ROK Unification Ministry on a wide range
of non-military issues have yet to yield concrete results. This spring North Korea
abruptly cancelled an April Red Cross meeting and a March ministerial-level meet-
ing. The promised and long anticipated follow-on summit between the leaders of
North and South Korea is not yet scheduled. While it is encouraging that Kim Jong-
Il promised to extend the moratorium on missile testing into 2003 the recent threat
to abrogate the Agreement Framework is a more typical example of their unpredict-
able behavior. While North Korea’s greatly expanded diplomatic contacts, to in-
cluded the European Union, provide the opportunity from the DPRK leadership to
hear from a variety of sources about the requirements for predictable and reliable
international behavior, these contacts have not fundamentally changed the DPRK’s
erratic behavior and the reconciliation process is stalled.

MISSILE THREAT

20. Senator LANDRIEU. General Schwartz, the ongoing debates on national and
theater ballistic missile defense as well as concerns about threat assessments and
the Rumsfeld Commission’s report continue to highlight the danger ballistic missiles
pose to regional and world stability. What is your military assessment of the North
Korean missile program and the threat it poses to our forces in the Pacific as well
as Hawaii and the Continental United States?

General SCHWARTZ. [Deleted.]

TAIWAN ARMS SALES

21. Senator LANDRIEU. Admiral Blair, just last week President Jiang Zemin told
American reporters: “We absolutely oppose the sale of advanced weapons by the
United States to Taiwan. If the United States were to sell advanced weapons to Tai-
wan such as the Aegis system, that would be very detrimental to China-U.S. rela-
tions.” At the same time, China continues to deploy increasingly more sophisticated
missile batteries in the Fujian province (about 100 miles from Taiwan) to threaten
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leaders on the island. Given your expertise on Sino-American relations and the secu-

rity environment in your theater, what is your recommendation on the sale of ad-

vanced technology systems, including the Aegis weapons system, to Taiwan?
Admiral BLAIR. [Deleted.]

CHINESE THREAT

22. Senator LANDRIEU. Admiral Blair, a source of great debate in Washington
these days is the strategic review Secretary Rumsfeld is conducting at the Pentagon
to determine what our strategy should be in the coming years. Andrew Marshall is
on record as saying he believes China represents the true threat the United States
will face in the 21st century. What is your assessment of the Chinese threat and
what advice would you give this committee on how to deal with it?

Admiral BLAIR. [Deleted.]

Our engagement tempo and range of activities with China may vary over time,
but it is important to keep a consistent approach that promotes cooperation, fosters
constructive regional agreements, and deters intimidation or the use of force.

RESTRICTIONS ON MILITARY INTERACTION

23. Senator LANDRIEU. Admiral Blair, in your prepared statement you allude to
restrictions on your ability to interact with 14 of the 43 nations in the region and
question the validity of some of those restrictions. What restrictions do you believe
should be removed or modified to enhance your ability to execute your regional en-
gagement strategy? Are any of those restrictions mandated by Congress or are they
imposed by the administration and/or DOD?

Admiral BLAIR. U.S. Pacific Command currently is restricted in some manner in
its interactions with 14 of the 43 nations in the region. If we are to maintain our
relationships and ability to influence throughout the AOR we must seek to propel
inevitable changes in Asia in directions we deem desirable. Inflexible restrictions
that impose broad penalties in the short-term may ultimately damage our overall
long-term strategic interests.

While I do not support a reward to “bad actors,” suspension of all Military-to-Mili-
tary (Mil-to-Mil) contact activities eliminates the opportunity for dialogue and the
opportunity for positive influence by the U.S. When Mil-to-Mil contact is totally sus-
pended, no shaping can occur.

I favor a baseline activity level that we would sustain with all nations. All nations
would generally be entitled to attend international multilateral conferences, senior
service schools, and institutions such as the Asia-Pacific Center for Security Studies
(APCSS). I believe that it is to our benefit to expose officers and other officials even
of nations like Burma, Comoros, and North Korea, to democratic ideals and inter-
national norms.

Expansion of Mil-to-Mil contact above the baseline would include foreign military
sales (FMS)/foreign military financing, port visits, military training, and exercises.
If a nation severely regresses in its reform efforts or violates international norms,
then discretionary activities are rolled back in proportion to the severity of the
event.

For example, under such a Mil-to-Mil baseline policy, Indonesia would benefit
from continual exposure to democratic ideals and international norms. It is in the
U.S. interest to influence Indonesian armed forces (TNI) to adopt such ideals and
norms. Yet, since international military education and training was discontinued in
1991, few Indonesian officers have been exposed to the U.S. Armed Forces. Con-
versely, we are limited in our ability to influence developments due to the scarce
number of contacts developed.

Positive reforms by TNI could result in increased activities, ranging from FMS
cases like C-130 spare parts and F-16 aircraft, to port visits, military training, and
exercises. Regression in the TNI reform effort would lead to a proportional rollback
in discretionary activities. Regardless of progress or regression, however, I believe
there should remain a place for Mil-to-Mil contact to provide long-term opportunities
for dialogue and positive influence.

Current restrictions include: New Zealand, Indonesia, North Korea, Taiwan, Viet-
nam, Burma, Cambodia, Fiji, Laos, Mongolia, China, Comoros, India, and Russia.

JAPAN

24. Senator LANDRIEU. Admiral Blair, you have spoken about our relationship
with Japan and the sensitivity of negotiations on the 5-year Special Measures
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Agreement (SMA) as well as issues concerning various bases in Japan. In your opin-
ion, what impact will the U.S.S. Greeneville’s sinking of the Ehime Maru have on
those negotiations and our security relationship? Based on your experience as a
naval officer, what is your opinion about the calls to raise the Ehime Maru?

Admiral BLAIR. The new 5-year SMA was ratified by the Japanese Diet in Novem-
ber 2000 and went into effect on 1 April 2001, before the U.S.S. Greeneville’s colli-
sion with the Ehime Maru. I believe the U.S. and Japan have a strong bilateral re-
lationship whose enduring strength has benefited both sides for close to half a cen-
tury. I believe we will be able to move forward from this tragedy in the interests
of both nations and our peoples. I fully support ongoing efforts to raise the Ehime
Maru. Recovery operations at this depth, though technically feasible, will be chal-
lenging. We are committed to using the best capabilities in the world. When salvage
operations begin later this summer, the U.S. Navy and the Japan Maritime Self De-
fensebForce will do everything possible to recover the remains of the missing crew-
members.

[Whereupon, at 12:00 p.m., the committee was recessed, to recon-
vene in closed session.]
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OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR CARL LEVIN, CHAIRMAN

Chairman LEVIN. The committee will come to order. The commit-
tee meets this afternoon to receive testimony from Donald Rums-
feld, Secretary of Defense; General Hugh Shelton, Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff; and Dr. Dov Zakheim, Under Secretary of De-
fense (Comptroller). We welcome them. They will be testifying this
afternoon on the fiscal year 2002 budget amendment. We welcome
you all back.

This may be the final time that General Shelton will be appear-
ing before this committee to present his views on a defense budget
before his term ends this fall. General Shelton, you have always
put one cause above all others, and that is the well-being of Ameri-
ca’s Armed Forces and their families. History will record you as an
outstanding Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff who left the U.S.
military more capable than you found it. On behalf of all of us, I
want to take this opportunity to express our gratitude for the tre-
mendous service that you have given to this Nation.

Mr. Secretary, we all know there are many reasons why the ad-
ministration is late in submitting the amended budget request, but
as I mentioned in our hearing last week, the administration’s delay
is forcing Congress to attempt in an 8-week session what typically
takes 5 months. It will be an incredibly difficult task.

The men and women of our Armed Forces have a lot at stake in
the Fiscal Year 2002 National Defense Authorization Bill, and
every member of this committee is committed to working hard to
complete action on this bill before the start of the new fiscal year.
To do that, the committee needs an actual budget proposal from
the Department of Defense. So far, we have received only a budget
outline. We need details on specific budget line items, and we need
the justification books explaining these line items.

This morning, we received some of the legislative proposals that
the Secretary is asking this committee to consider. Mr. Secretary,
given the extremely compressed schedule that I mentioned, we
have to ask again for all of that information that I have outlined,
the specific line items, the justification books, and legislative pro-
posals by next week.

While we have had only 24 hours to review your budget request,
certain aspects are beginning to emerge. The fog is still heavy, but
it is beginning to lift. There are some positive aspects to the re-
quest, such as efforts to build on the improvements in quality of
life over the last few years by giving pay raises, reducing service
members’ out-of-pocket housing costs, and increasing funds for
military health care and family housing. However, there are some
puzzling aspects of your request as well.
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For instance, despite a proposed $33 billion increase in defense
spending over the current fiscal year, spending on procurement
would actually decrease next year by $0.5 billion; despite this $33
billion increase, funding for basic science and technology also would
decrease next year; and despite a $7.8 billion increase in spending
for operations and maintenance, Army flying hours and tank train-
ing miles also would decrease.

At the same time, funding for missile defense would increase by
$3 billion, from $5.3 billion to $8.3 billion, a 57 percent jump over
this year’s level. Every line item in the budget involves real
choices. It is clear that this budget places a huge increase in mis-
sile defense ahead of important programs in modernization, basic
research, and training time for Army units.

Earlier this year, many of us in the Senate expressed our concern
that the large tax cut sought by the administration would leave lit-
tle, if any, room for some essential investments, including defense.
In fact, during the debate on the budget resolution, Senators
Landrieu, Carnahan, and others introduced an amendment to redi-
rect $100 billion of the tax cut over 10 years to defense, only to
have that amendment defeated.

Our Ranking Member, Senator Warner, offered an amendment,
which was adopted in the Senate but then later dropped in con-
ference, which also would have added funds for defense.

Under the terms of the budget resolution, the Chairmen of the
Budget Committees in the House and Senate will decide if the cur-
rent level of funding for national defense in the budget resolution
should be increased to accommodate your proposed budget amend-
ment. As the Chairman of the Senate Budget Committee men-
tioned in a letter to the President earlier this week, with the new
economic estimate from the Congressional Budget Office due in
about a month, it would appear that the $18.4 billion increase that
the administration is requesting for the Defense Department in fis-
cal year 2002 could lead to dipping into the medicare surplus.

Moreover, the request before us is limited to fiscal year 2002.
The Secretary will testify today that an additional $18 billion in-
crease, totaling $347 billion, will be required in fiscal year 2003
just to sustain the proposed 2002 budget level on a straight line
basis. This could take as much as $30 billion of medicare funds
next year alone without paying for any improvements or providing
funding for the transformation of the military to meet new threats,
which the Secretary will be proposing in the fiscal year 2003 budg-
et, following the completion of his defense strategy review and the
quadrennial defense review.

Our men and women in uniform depend on defense budgets that
are sustainable, yet it is increasingly apparent that the funding for
any future transformation of our Armed Forces cannot be initiated
or sustained without cutting existing defense programs, using the
medicare surplus, returning to budget deficits, or cutting important
programs such as education, health care, and law enforcement,
none of which are acceptable alternatives.

The bottom line is this: the administration’s strategy of first lay-
ing out a banquet of tax cuts unnecessarily leaves other programs,
including our national security programs, in an extremely precar-
ious position. In order to avoid dangerous instability in the defense
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budget in the future, the administration needs to address this situ-
ation and provide a clear plan for meeting and sustaining our de-
fense needs.

Senator Warner.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN WARNER

Senator WARNER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I join you in wel-
coming our witnesses.

Mr. Chairman, the Republicans are going to caucus today at
3:00, so I am going to forego my opening statement and place it in
the record and give my colleagues who will be attending that con-
ference the opportunity, hopefully, to have some questions before
they depart. I certainly join you in the recognition of our distin-
guished chairman of the Joint Chiefs and his lifetime contribution
to freedom and service to this country.

I thank you and your family.

[The prepared statement of Senator Warner follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY SENATOR JOHN WARNER

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for your leadership in arranging to conduct this most
important hearing at the earliest possible date. We both recognize the herculean
task we now face in thoroughly reviewing this defense budget request, crafting an
authorization bill, and gaining the consent of the full Congress prior to the begin-
ning of fiscal year 2002.

I join Senator Levin in welcoming Secretary Rumsfeld to his first posture hearing
since the 1970s. It was a very different world when you last appeared before Con-
gress to discuss the budget request 25 years ago, but the importance of the work
we begin today is unchanged.

I want to thank you for the service that you have once again undertaken for your
country and for the work you have already begun. I also want to commend you and
President Bush for submitting a budget amendment that begins to address the com-
mitment you both made to our service men and women, past and present, to their
families, and to all American citizens. As President Bush stated at the Citadel last

Fall, we must, “. . . renew the bond of trust between the American people and the
American military; . . . defend the American people against missiles and terror;
and, . . . begin creating the military of the next century.”

I also extend a welcome to Gen. Hugh Shelton, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, to what will be your last posture hearing—I won’t say last appearance before
this committee—because as a warrior you know none of us can predict with any cer-
tainty what the future may bring.

I do want to extend to you the heartfelt thanks of a grateful Nation for your ex-
traordinary service, which now spans five decades—from 1963 to the present—and
includes combat service during two tours of duty in Vietnam and during Operation
Desert Storm. As Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, you have been repeatedly called
upon to provide sound military advice to our President and to execute military oper-
ations across the spectrum of conflict that have been the epitome of precision and
military professionalism. We are indebted to you, General Shelton, and salute your
service.

We are clearly at a critical juncture in our military history, and in the history
of our Nation. We all accept that the United States has assumed a unique leader-
ship role in the world today, especially in the realm of international security. It is
easy to feel secure in our sole, superpower status, but as our own Director of Cen-
tral Intelligence, George Tenet, and many other studies and commissions have re-
peatedly reminded us, we, as a Nation, are more vulnerable today than ever before
in this increasingly interdependent and complex world. Mr. Tenet reaffirmed before
this committee in March of this year that threats to our national security continue
to increase, as was so tragically demonstrated in the vicious terrorist attack on the
U.S.S. Cole. The pace of both social and technological change, continues to acceler-
ate, increasing the concerns and the uncertainty we must accept.

Ironically, we find ourselves in a fractious, complex world in the aftermath of com-
munism. The proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and the means to deliver
them, as well as the pervasive spread of information technologies, have combined
to empower the disaffected of this new world order to increasingly threaten our
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shores, interests, and friends. Simply put, we are more vulnerable than ever. Those
that would do us harm may not be constrained by conventional norms of conduct
or dissuaded by the vague threat of prosecution or retaliation. New concepts and
capabilities must be considered to strengthen our deterrence and maintain our secu-
rity. The President has properly called for a new “strategic framework” to address
this new reality.

Clearly, we must be judicious in determining how and when we commit our
Armed Forces around the world, but just as clearly this global leadership role re-
quires robust, balanced, versatile, and credible Armed Forces to deter potential ag-
gressors and defend our vital national interests, both at home and abroad. To re-
main a credible force, we must act now to develop the improved capabilities and con-
cepts to protect our homeland, and deter and defeat anticipated and unanticipated
threats in the future.

Indisputably, our Armed Forces are the best, most powerful in the world today.
This well-deserved reputation was not earned without cost, however. While our serv-
icemen and women have performed their military missions with great dedication
and professionalism, our people, equipment, and infrastructure are increasingly
stressed by the effects of the unprecedented number of military deployments over
the past decade, combined with years of declining defense spending. As the service
chiefs have told us repeatedly, future readiness and the upkeep of military facilities
have been deferred to pay for current operations and maintenance.

Congress has been sensitive to this issue, providing much needed extra funding
for defense in recent years. In fiscal year 2000, we reversed a 14-year decline in de-
fense spending by authorizing a real increase in defense spending. Last year, we
continued that momentum by providing an even larger increase for fiscal year 2001.
Over the past 2 years, we have increased military pay by over 8 percent; restored
retirement and health care benefits to keep faith with those who serve; raised pro-
curement levels to begin recapitalization and modernization of aging equipment;
and significantly increased investment in research and development for the future.

While much has been done, much remains. The President is to be commended for
the increases he has proposed in defense spending. Since taking office, the President
has recommended increases totaling $38.2 billion. The increases he has proposed for
fiscal year 2002 represent an almost 11 percent increase in defense spending above
the amount available in fiscal year 2001. While this increase begins to address the
shortfalls, I fear it may not be enough.

There is one area of the budget before us I specifically want to highlight—the
funding for the development and deployment of missile defenses. Ten years after the
Gulf War demonstrated our vulnerability to ballistic missile attack, our forces over-
seas and our homeland remain defenseless. The Rumsfeld Commission high-
lighted—and the North Koreans demonstrated—the proliferation and growing so-
phistication of these ballistic missile technologies increasingly available to rogue
states and lawless elements. We must move rapidly to comply with the Cochran Act
and deploy missile defenses, “as soon as technologically possible.” I would remind
my colleagues that this act, which was passed overwhelmingly by the Senate—97—
3—and signed into law by the President, limits deployment only by technological
progress. There are no limitations based on treaty restrictions. The budget request
of $8.3 billion for missile defense is a step in the right direction.

There is a growing consensus in Congress, in the new administration, and among
the American people that significant new investment in defense is necessary and
prudent. I credit the joint chiefs for the courageous role they have played in building
this consensus. Beginning in September 1998, and at least once a year since then,
the chiefs have come before us to testify to critical shortfalls in defense spending.
I simply ask now, is the budget amendment before us sufficient to meet the near-
term and long-term needs of the respective services?

General Shelton, you and the Service Chiefs have often spoken of a strategy-re-
source mismatch. We have followed a strategy that has led to a geometric rise in
the commitment of our forces, without a corresponding increase in resources. Sec-
retary Rumsfeld, we are all very familiar with the review process you have under-
taken to address our military strategy and anxiously await the recommendations
you will make upon conclusion of the Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR). Crafting
a strategy that more realistically anticipates near-term, as well as emerging threats
is a noble goal. Whatever strategy is ultimately adopted must be adequately funded,
lest we create another mismatch at a reduced level of capability.

Mr. Secretary, we look forward to working with you to ensure we keep faith with
our Armed Forces to fully fund all that we ask them to do. We also look forward
to forthright dialogue and partnership that must be a part of our deliberations this
year, as well as the fiscal year 2003 budget process and beyond, as we truly begin
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to turn this mighty ship you lead to best confront the challenges of today, and the
ones that lie ahead.
Thank you.

Senator WARNER. At this time I would also like to insert Senator
Thurmond’s and Senator Hutchinson’s statements for the record.
. 1[lThe prepared statements of Senators Thurmond and Hutchinson
ollow:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY SENATOR STROM THURMOND

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Secretary Rumsfeld and General Shelton, I want to
join our Chairman, Senator Levin, and Ranking Member, Senator Warner, in wel-
coming you to this long overdue hearing on the fiscal year 2002 budget. Mr. Sec-
retary, you have been very busy during the past 5 months and have stirred up much
dust. I congratulate you for setting into motion a critical review of our defense strat-
egy and the operations of the Department of Defense. I look forward to the conclu-
sions of your efforts.

General Shelton, although this may not be your last appearance before the com-
mittee, it will be your last posture hearing. You have weathered many storms dur-
ing your 4 years as Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and will be remembered
for the many actions you advocated to improve the quality of life for our military
personnel and their families. I expect that I speak for many here on the committee
when I say, “thanks for a job well done!”

Mr. Chairman, as we begin the process that culminates in the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2002, I would like to share a quote from a poem
by Elizabeth Barrett Browning:

Happy are all free people, too strong to be dispossessed. But blessed are
those among nations who dare to be strong for the rest!

The United States of America is a blessed nation because those who proceeded
us had the foresight to provide for the best equipped, trained, and motivated Armed
Forces in the history of our great Nation. By our strength we have become the pro-
tector of the rest of the world and must not shed that mantle of responsibility. The
budget that we will consider over the next several months will provide for the con-
tinuation of our leadership whether in the form of a missile defense system, new
high technology weapons or the best quality of life for the men and women who
wear the uniforms of our military services.

I do not think that anyone will dispute the fact that over the past several years
our Armed Forces have become frayed from over commitments and under funding.
We must reverse that trend. I believe this budget amendment, although less than
many of us had hoped for, is a good start. With this amendment, President Bush
will increase the defense budget by more than $38 billion over the fiscal year 2001
defense budget. More importantly, the increase will provide real benefits in terms
of improved family housing, readiness, and research and development. It will also
provide robust funding for a National Missile Defense program which I consider the
most urgent requirement for our Nation’s security.

Mr. Chairman, despite all the positive aspects of this budget, I believe it does not
adequately fund the modernization of our Armed Forces. It is still short of meeting
the standard of revitalizing our infrastructure every 67 years. It will not close the
pay gap between the private sector and the military. More importantly, it assumes
almost $1 billion in savings or efficiencies that are not going to be realized.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the fact that fiscal and time constraints will leave us
little flexibility to make significant changes to the budget request. However, we
must ensure that we maximize the resources that are available. I intend to work
with you, Senator Warner and Secretary Rumsfeld, to ensure that we achieve that
goal. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

PREPARED STATEMENT BY SENATOR TiM HUTCHINSON

Mr. Chairman, the President’s Fiscal Year 2002 Defense Budget Amendment di-
rectly addresses areas of critical need in our military. It places the needs of our
troops first, and places special emphasis on quality of life issues. Mr. Secretary you
should be applauded for your efforts in shaping a budget that will significantly im-
prove morale and retention.

I am particularly pleased about the level of funding provided for military
healthcare. Last year, as Chairman of the Subcommittee on Personnel, I worked
very hard to improved the military healthcare system. In cooperation with Senator
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Warner and other members of this committee, we passed Warner-Hutchinson
Tricare-for-Life, as well a comprehensive pharmacy benefit. The President’s budget
includes substantially increased funding for these and other healthcare items.

I do have concerns about some specific programmatic decisions, and I look forward
to working with the administration and my colleagues on this committee regarding
these issues. However, this budget provides needed funding for personnel, missile
defense, and military construction. I look forward to further reviewing the details
of the President’s submission.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Warner.
Secretary Rumsfeld.

STATEMENT OF HON. DONALD H. RUMSFELD, SECRETARY OF
DEFENSE; ACCOMPANIED BY DR. DOV S. ZAKHEIM, UNDER
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (COMPTROLLER)

Secretary RUMSFELD. Mr. Chairman, I had planned to make
about 10 to 12 minutes of remarks and ask that my statement be
put in the record. I can do that, or if the Senators have to leave,
I could delay it until they have a chance. I can do whatever you
want.

Chairman LEVIN. With leave of my colleagues on this side, be-
cause of that caucus, instead of alternating, let’s have three or four
on the Republican side ask their questions first and then come to
us. Would that be agreeable? I am willing to forego my first line
of questions as well.

We did not have a chance to talk about this—let’s start out in
that direction. Secretary Rumsfeld, why don’t you start with your
10-minute opening, and then we will call on our Republican col-
leagues, at least for a few minutes each, while they are here, to
give them a chance to ask a few questions, and then we will take
the same number on this side.

Senator WARNER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for that very spe-
cial accommodation.

Chairman LEVIN. Secretary Rumsfeld, please proceed with your
opening.

Secretary RUMSFELD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of
the committee.

In discussing the budget, it seems to me it is useful to begin by
confronting some less than pleasant but important facts. The U.S.
Armed Forces have been underfunded in a number of respects over
a sustained period of years. We have been living off of the substan-
tial investments made in the 1970s and the 1980s. Shortfalls exist
today in a number of areas, shortfalls that I must say are consider-
ably worse than I had anticipated when I arrived.

Mr. Chairman, as you and members of the committee know well,
the U.S. Armed Forces are the best-trained, best-equipped, and
most powerful military force on the face of the earth, and certainly
the members of this committee have contributed greatly to that
strength. Peace, prosperity, and freedom across the world are
underpinned by the stability and security that the men and women
of the Armed Forces provide.

I was recently in Kosovo and Turkey to visit our troops. They are
dedicated men and women who are ready, willing, and able to take
on any mission the Government may ask of them. Our country has
many strengths. Indeed, in some ways it is because our forces are
so capable that we face the challenges we do. Over much of the
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nineties, the U.S. has simultaneously underfunded and overused
the force, and it has taken its toll. Asked to do more with less, they
have saluted, done their best, but it has been at the cost of needed
investment in infrastructure, maintenance, and procurement.

With an end to the Cold War, there was an appropriate draw-
down, a well-earned peace dividend, but it went too far, in my
view, overshooting the mark by a good margin. We are certainly
well past the time to take steps to arrest the declines and put the
Armed Forces on a path to better health.

For example, many of our facilities are dilapidated and need re-
pair and replacement. There are shortfalls in spare parts, flying
hours, training and personnel. Navy nondeployed force readiness is
down to 43 percent from 63 percent in 1991. Only 69 percent of the
Air Force total combat units are mission-ready, down from 91 per-
cent in 1996. Of the Army’s major air and ground combat systems,
75 percent are beyond their half life, and 60 percent of all military
housing is characterized as substandard.

While the DOD was using its equipment at increased tempos,
procurement of new equipment fell significantly below the levels
necessary to sustain existing forces, leading to steady increases in
1(:1he average age of the equipment. It was called a procurement holi-

ay.

I know you agree that we have an obligation to make certain
that the men and women in the Armed Forces have the proper
equipment, training, facilities, and the most advanced technologies
available to them. The President’s 2002 defense budget adds need-
ed funds to begin stabilizing that force. Using the 2001 enacted
budget of $296.3 billion as a baseline, the President earlier this
year issued a budget blueprint that outlined a 2002 baseline budg-
et of $310.5 billion. This included $4.4 billion in proposed new
money for presidential initiatives in pay, housing, and R&D. The
request before you proposes to raise that investment $18.4 billion,
as the chairman said, to a total of $328.9 billion.

Taken together, these increases amount to $22.8 billion. I am
told that represents the largest peacetime increase in defense
spending since the mid-1980s. It certainly would represent a sig-
nificant investment of the taxpayer’s money. But let’s be clear
about this increase; while significant, and while we certainly need
every cent of it, it does not get us well. The underinvestment went
on far too long, the gap is too great, and there is no way it can be
fixed in a year, or even 6 years.

I want to be very straightforward about what this budget will do
and will not do. This budget will put us on a path to recovery in
some categories, such as military pay, housing, readiness training,
and health care. It will start an improvement but leave us short
of our goal in others, such as maintenance of weapons systems and
reaching best standards with respect to facilities replacement. In
other categories there will be continued shortfalls and modest, if
any, improvements.

Considering the private sector, the standard for overall facility
replacement is 57 years. The DOD’s target is 67 years. Under the
2001 enacted budget, the DOD was replacing facilities at an unbe-
lievably poor average rate of 192 years. The 2002 budget gets us
closer. It would allow us to replace facilities at an average of 101
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years. That is an improvement, but it is still a long way from the
acceptable target of 67 years.

In my view, we could do better. With a round of base closings
and adjustments that reduce unneeded facilities, we could focus the
funds on facilities that we actually need and get the replacement
rate down to a lower level. Without base closings, to achieve the
target it would require an additional $7 billion a year for 9 years,
or a total of $63 billion.

Mr. Chairman, let me just say a word about the 2003 budget.
Today, we are proposing $328.9 billion defense budget for 2002.
But to keep the Department going next year on a straight line
basis with no substantial improvements, just covering the cost of
inflation, honestly budgeting for outyears in major weapons sys-
tems, and funding health care, which is going to be another $4-plus
billion, according to the actuaries, we would need a budget of about
$347 billion. That is another $18 billion increase, which would be
before addressing important transformation issues.

So where do we find the money? We simply have to achieve some
cost savings. We have an obligation to the taxpayers to spend their
money wisely. Today, DOD has substantial overhead. Despite 128
acquisition reform studies, we have an acquisition system that is
antiquated. It takes twice as long as it did in 1975 to produce a
weapons system, and this is at a time when technology generations
are shortened to something like a year or two, or 18 months.

We have processes and regulations so onerous that a number of
commercial businesses developing military technologies simply do
not want to do business with the Department. The Department
needs greater freedom to manage so we can use the taxpayer’s
money more wisely. For example, I think we ought to consider con-
tracting out commissaries, housing, and some other services that
are not considered core military competencies, which can be per-
formed more efficiently in the private sector.

For fiscal 2002, the Department proposes a pilot program to see
if this is a good idea; the Army and Marine Corps will contract out
certain commissaries, and the Navy will contract out refueling sup-
port, including tanker aircraft.

Mr. Chairman, I cannot promise it, but I have never seen an or-
ganization that could not operate at something like 5 percent more
efficiency if it had the freedom to do so. It is not possible today,
given all the restrictions on the way the Department must func-
tion.

With those savings, we could increase the shipbuilding budget,
which certainly needs it. We are on a six-ship basis now. It needs
nine ships to maintain the 310-ship Navy. If we keep going in the
direction we are going, we are going to end up down at 230 ships
at a steady state and that simply is not enough. We could procure
an additional 700 aircraft annually, rather than the 189, to help
meet and reach a steady state requirement for the Army, Navy,
and Air Force, at enormous savings in maintenance and repairs.

We have a big task ahead. Since the Cold War, we have a 30 per-
cent smaller force doing 165 percent more missions. This Presi-
dent’s budget proposes a large increase by any standard. It will
allow us to make some improvements to the readiness, morale, and
condition of our military. The taxpayers have a right to demand
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that we spend the money more wisely, in my view. Today, we can-
not tell the American people that we are spending it in the best
possible manner. I know I cannot.

Fixing the problem is a joint responsibility. It will require a new
partnership between Congress and the Executive. We certainly owe
it to the men and women in the Armed Forces.

I would point out that one generation bequeaths to the next gen-
eration the capabilities to ensure peace, stability, and security.
Today, we have the security of future generations of Americans in
our hands. We have certainly an obligation to get it right. I am
anxious to work with you to achieve that goal, and it certainly will
take the best of all of us.

Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Secretary Rumsfeld follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY HON. DONALD H. RUMSFELD
INTRODUCTION

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I am pleased to present the President’s
2002 amended budget for the Department of Defense.

In discussing this budget, it is necessary to begin by confronting some less than
pleasant, but important facts: The U.S. Armed Forces have been under funded in
a number of respects over a sustained period of years. We have been living off of
the substantial investments made during the 1970s and 1980s. Shortfalls exist in
a number of vital areas including readiness, operations, procurement, maintenance,
infrastructure, modernization and health care—shortfalls, I must say, that are con-
siderably worse than I had previously understood.

The U.S. Armed Forces are the best-trained, best-equipped, most powerful mili-
tary force on the face of the earth. Peace, prosperity and freedom across the world
are underpinned by the stability and security these men and women provide.

I recently took the opportunity to visit our troops in Kosovo and in Turkey. They
are dedicated men and women who are ready, willing and able to take on any mis-
sion their government may ask of them.

No force in the world can do what they do. Only the United States can quickly
move large, effective combat forces across long distances, or conduct large-scale, all-
weather precision strike operations.

The U.S. is unparalleled in conducting aerial operations at night, amphibious op-
erations anywhere in the world, operating high endurance Unmanned Arial Vehicles
(UAVs), or conducting corps sized expeditionary operations, and highly complex joint
operations.

Our advantages in air-to-air combat and on the high seas have made it imprac-
tical for adversaries to use airplanes to attack us or send forces across oceans to
threaten us.

So our country has many strengths. Indeed, in some ways, it is because our forces
are so capable that we face the challenges we do. Over much of the 1990s, the U.S.
has both under-funded and overused this force, and it has taken a toll. Asked to
do more with less, they have saluted and done their best—but it has been at the
cost of needed investment in infrastructure, maintenance, and procurement.

With the end of the Cold War, there was an appropriate draw down, but it went
too far—overshooting the mark by a good margin. We are well past the time to take
the necessary steps to arrest the declines and put the Armed Forces on a path to
better health.

The problem goes well beyond op-tempo, and is more profound than I expected.
For example:

¢ Many facilities are dilapidated and in urgent need of repair and replacement.
¢ Health care costs are rising at a much greater rate than the funds provided.
¢ Outdated management and acquisition systems and processes add millions to
the department’s costs each year.

¢ Due to shortfalls in spare parts, flying hours, training and personnel, Navy
non-deployed force readiness is 43 percent—down from 63 percent in 1991.

¢ Only 69 percent of the Air Force’s total combat units are mission ready, down
from 91 percent in 1996.
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¢ 75 percent of the Army’s major air and ground combat systems are beyond
their half-life, and Army aviation “safety of flight” messages have increased 222
percent in the past 4 years.

« Sixty percent of all military housing is substandard.

¢ Force protection capabilities have been under funded and are in need of in-
vestments.

¢ Financial management systems are so poor that the Department can’t get a
clean audit.

¢ While DOD was using its equipment at increased tempos, procurement of new
equipment fell significantly below the levels necessary to sustain existing
forces—leading to steady increases in the average age of equipment. It was
called a “procurement holiday.” Some holiday!

¢ Basic research funding has declined by 11 percent since 1992, and RDT&E
funding levels have declined 7.4 percent in the same period.

Clearly, we need to arrest this deterioration and to do a better job of balancing
the risks we face.

The first responsibility of the Federal Government is to defend the American peo-
ple. That job is done by brave men and women, who wake up each morning and
voluntarily put their lives at risk, so that the rest of us can go about our days in
peace and freedom.

We have an obligation to make certain these men and women have the proper
equipment, training, facilities, and the most advanced technology available to them.

The current condition of U.S. Armed Forces didn’t happen overnight. Each indi-
vidual action that caused this situation was hardly noticed—a little less procure-
ment here, some purchases and repairs put off there—until one day, the cumulative
total shortfalls amount to tens of billions of dollars.

Even the best built, best-engineered car in the world will eventually break down
if you put off regular maintenance and repairs. A Ferrari on blocks will get beaten
by an Edsel every time.

We have the best Armed Forces in the world. But we cannot allow them to dete-
riorate any further.

We are about to face new, emerging threats of the post-Cold War world. They are
real, they are dangerous, and they are just over the horizon. If we are to meet them,
we need to invest now to begin transforming our Armed Forces for the challenges
of the 21st century.

But we cannot build a 21st century force quite yet . . . because the 20th century
force we have is in serious need of repair.

We need to get on a path to correct the most serious deficiencies; we need to sta-
bilize the force and begin needed modernization; we need to restore DOD infrastruc-
ture; and we need to make progress toward transformation—so that our forces are
ready for the new and different threats of the new century.

THE PRESIDENT’S BUDGET

The President’s 2002 defense budget adds urgently needed funds to begin stabiliz-
ing the force.

Using the 2001 enacted budget of $296.3 billion as a baseline, the President ear-
lier this year issued a budget blueprint that outlined a 2002 baseline budget of
$310.5 billion.

This included $4.4 billion in proposed new money for Presidential initiatives, in-
cluding:

* $1.4 billion to increase military pay,
« $400 million to improve military housing,
» $2.6 billion for research and development.

The request before you proposes to raise that investment still further to a total
of $328.9 billion—$18.4 billion more than the President’s February budget blueprint.

Taken together, these increases amount to $22.8 billion in proposed new money
for the Department in 2002.

I am told that this represents the largest peacetime increase in defense spending
since the mid-1980s. So, if Congress approves this budget, by historical standards,
it would represent a significant investment of the taxpayer’s money.

But let’s be clear: This increase, while significant, does not get us well. The sys-
tematic under-investment went far too long—the gap is too great. There is no way
it could be fixed in 1 year, or very likely, even 6.

Mr. Chairman, allow me to provide an idea of the depth of the hole we are in.
To get well by 2007—to meet existing standards and steady state requirements in
areas like readiness levels with proper flying time, training, and maintenance; re-
placement of buildings and facilities that are falling apart; fixing family housing and
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restoring quality of life for the men and women of our Armed Forces—all of this
together would cost the American taxpayers many tens of billions of dollars. That
would do little with respect for the investment needed to transform the force for the
future.

So, yes, $22.8 billion is a large increase by historical standards. It is a huge com-
mitment of the American people’s hard earned tax dollars. We need every cent of
it, but it only begins to make a dent in the leftover problems we face today.

WHAT THE BUDGET WILL AND WON'T DO

I want to be very straightforward about what this budget will do—and what it
won’t do.

¢ This budget will put us on the path to recovery in some categories such as
military pay, housing allowances, readiness training, and health care;

e It will start an improvement but leave us short of our goal in others such as
defense-related science and technology, maintenance of weapons systems and
reaching best standards for facilities replacement;

¢ In still other categories there will be continued shortfalls such as backlogs in
property maintenance requirements.

Here are a few specific cases to illustrate the pattern. Take, for example, the De-
fense health program:

¢ Today, overall health care costs are increasing at an annual rate of 13 per-
cent.
e The 2001 budget provided $12.1 billion—falling short of what was needed to
cover that rate of increase by $1.4 billion.
* The 2002 amended budget proposes $17.9 billion for defense health—a $5.8
billion increase—that will allow us to cover a 12 percent growth in the costs
of medical care and a 15 percent growth in the cost of pharmacy purchases.

So, for the first time in years, the 2002 budget should fund a realistic estimate
of military health care costs. This is an area where we are getting well.

We are not getting as well, however, when it comes to the state of DOD facilities.
Consider:

¢ In the private sector, the standard for overall facility replacement 57 years.
DOD’s target is 67 years.
¢ Here is the reality: Under the 2001 enacted budget, DOD was replacing facili-
ties at an unbelievably poor average rate of 192 years.
* The 2002 budget which proposes to increase funding for facilities from $3.9
billion to $5.9 billion gets us closer. It would allow us to replace facilities at an
average rate of 101 years—an improvement, but still well off the acceptable tar-
get of 67 years.
¢ We could do better. With a round of base closings and adjustments that re-
duced unneeded facilities by, for example, 25 percent, we could focus the funds
on facilities we actually need and get the replacement rate down to 76 years
at the 2002 budget level.
« Without base closings, to achieve the target 67-year replacement rate would
require an additional $7 billion annually for a period of 9 years or a total of
$63 billion. That is simply not going to happen. We will need to close unneeded
bases.

So, by putting off needed spending on facilities replacement, DOD is now in a

deep hole. This budget improves the situation—but leaves us short of our goal.

Or, take an example where things are continuing to decline—shipbuilding:
¢ The current standard based on the 1997 Quadrennial Defense Review is to
maintain a steady state of 310 ships.
¢ Here is the reality: Under the 2001 enacted budget, DOD is building 6 ships
a year at a cost of $11.5 billion—which puts us on course to reduce the size of
the U.S. Navy to a clearly unacceptable steady state of 230 ships by 2030.
» The 2002 budget, by providing for six ships at a cost of about $9.3 billion will
keep the Navy on the same course toward a 230-ship steady-state Navy. We
need to begin to turn this trend up.
¢ This puts us in a worse situation than in 2001 because the cost of reversing
the decline and “catching up” to the 310 ship steady-state increases by $3.0 bil-
lion every year we put it off.
¢ To meet the target of 310 ships would require building at least 9 ships each
year, at a cost of about $12 billion.

Or consider the aging of Navy aircraft:
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¢ The desirable average age for Navy aircraft is pegged at 11 years. Given the
impact of continued low procurement, that average age has grown steadily to
18 years.

¢ Here is the reality: Today, with the current strategy, the Navy has a require-
ment for a total of 4200 aircraft, which allows them maintain an average age
of 18 years.

¢ To meet this steady-state requirement, the Navy needs 180 to 200 new air-
craft per year at a cost of $11 billion.

* The 2001 budget amendment would provide for 97 aircraft at a cost of $8.4
billion.

» The 2002 budget would provide for 88 aircraft at a cost of $8.3 billion.

« Even at the rate of 122 aircraft a year, the cost of reversing the decline and
“catching up” to the 4200 plane steady-state increases by $4 billion every year
we put off the decision to do so.

Facility repair and maintenance:

¢ The deferred maintenance for DOD facilities—the cumulative amount that
has not been funded from year to year—currently stands at least $11 billion.
e The 2001 budget included $4.9 billion for facility maintenance.

¢ The 2002 amended budget would increase the facility maintenance budget by
$0.9 billion for a total of $5.8 billion—an increase of 18.4 percent.

¢ But this increase only funds facility maintenance at 89 percent of the require-
ment.

¢ At this rate, because of years of under funding, it would take 20 years to
catch up and eliminate the cumulative deferred maintenance.

There are some of the difficulties facing the U.S. Armed Forces today. Despite a
proposed increase in defense spending unmatched by any President since the mid
1980s, this budget still cannot not fix the problems we face as a result of a decade
of a mismatch between requirements and appropriations.

It is an indication of the depth of the hole we are in today that a $22.8 billion
increase in defense spending makes just a good start in meeting the shortfalls our
Armed Forces are facing.

That is just the tip of the iceberg. Today, we are proposing a $328.9 billion de-
fense budget. But to keep the department going next year on a straight-line—no im-
provements, just covering the costs of inflation and realistic budgeting—we will
need a budget $347.2. billion. That is a $18.3 billion increase.

So, where do we find money for the rest of our pressing needs? We simply must
achieve cost savings.

FINDING COST SAVINGS

We have an obligation to taxpayers to spend their money wisely. Today, we’re not
doing that. DOD:

¢ Has overhead that has grown to the point where it is estimated by some that
as little as 14 percent of DOD manpower may be directly related to combat op-
erations.

¢ Despite some 128 acquisition reform studies, DOD has an acquisition system
that since 1975 has doubled the time it takes to produce a weapon system—
while the pace for new generations of technology has shortened from years to
18 months. This guarantees that DOD’s newest weapons will be one or more
technology generations old the day they are fielded, and DOD has processes and
regulations so onerous that many commercial businesses developing needed
military technologies simply refuse to do business with the Department.

But the Department needs greater freedom to manage so we can save the tax-
payers money in areas such as:

« Rationalization and restructuring of DOD infrastructure. A 20-25 per-
cent reduction in excess military bases and facilities could generate savings of
several billion dollars annually. Legislation authorizing a new round of facilities
rationalization will be transmitted later this year.
* Increasing the thresholds in Davis-Bacon. If we could change the thresh-
old for contracts subject to Davis-Bacon wage requirements from $2,000 to
$1,000,000, it would permit the Department to achieve savings of $190 million
in fiscal year 2002 alone. We need that money for shipbuilding, for modernizing
our aircraft fleets and for modernization.
¢ Contracting out commissaries, housing and other services that are not
core military competencies and that can be performed more efficiently in the
private sector.
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In fiscal year 2002, the Department proposes a pilot program with the Army and
Marine Corps to contract out certain commissaries, and another pilot program with
the Navy to contract out refueling support including tanker aircraft.

Mr. Chairman, I have never seen an organization, in the private or public sector,
that could not, by better management, operate at least 5 percent more efficiently
if given the freedom to do so.

Five percent of the DOD budget is over $15 billion! With those savings, we could
do many of the following:

¢ Increase ship procurement from six to nine ships a year, maintaining a steady
s‘catle1 310 ship Navy and protecting needed job at Navy shipyards $3 billion an-
nually;

¢ Procure several hundred additional aircraft annually, rather than 189, to help
meet reach the steady state requirements for Navy, Air Force, and Army air-
craft $16 billion annually; $82 billion from fiscal year 2003—2007;

* Meet the target of a 67-year facility replacement rate $7 billion annually for
9 years;

» Fund 100 percent of base operations requirements $1.4 billion annually;

¢ Increase defense-related science and technology funding from 2.7 percent to
3 percent of the DOD budget $1.2 billion annually;

« Purchase needed UH-60 helicopters $50 million;

I' Replenish precision munitions such as JSOW, JDAM and ATACMS $200 mil-
ion;

* Buy three additional C—17 aircraft $600 million, replenish Army trucks $100
million; Buy HMMWVs $50 million; Bomber upgrades $730 million; purchase
high-speed sealift $122 million.

But today there is no real incentive to save a nickel. To the contrary, the way
the Department operates today, there are disincentives to saving money.

We need to ask ourselves: how should we be spending taxpayer dollars? Do we
want to keep paying for excess infrastructure that provides no added value to our
national security? Or we want to spend that money on new technologies that will
help us extend peace and security into the new century? That is the choice before
us.

We are doing two things:

« First, we are not treating the taxpayers’ dollars with respect—and by not
doing so, we risk losing their support, and

¢ Second, we are depriving the men and women of our Armed Forces of the
training, equipment and facilities they need to accomplish their missions. They
deserve better.

V. CONCLUSION

We have a big task ahead. It took years of coasting and overuse to get us where
we are today. We can’t dig out in a year.

Following the Cold War, we reduced forces and claimed a well-deserved peace div-
idend for the American taxpayers. But in the mid—1990s, we began to overdraw on
that account. We kept reducing our forces, despite the fact that op-tempo increased.

As a result, we have a 30 percent smaller force doing 165 percent more missions.
In short, we have been asking the Armed Forces to do more and more, with fewer
resources.

The President’s budget proposes a large increase by any standard. It will allow
uslto make significant improvements to the readiness, morale and condition of our
military.

Would all services prefer to have more money to get well faster? Of course.

But at the same time, the taxpayers have a right to demand that we spend their
}noney wisely. Today we can’t tell the American people we are doing that. I know

cannot.

To have the support of the American people, we need to be able to make the case
that we are fixing these systemic problems and achieving significant cost savings.

Fixing this problem is a joint responsibility. It will require a new partnership be-
tween Congress and the Executive Branch. It is a responsibility we have not only
to the men and women who serve in our Armed Forces today, but to future genera-
tions of Americans as well.

Because of the long lead times, most of the capabilities any President invests in
during his tenure are not available during his service; rather they are available to
his successors. The force that won the Gulf War was built on the decisions of presi-
dents and congresses over the preceding three decades.

The Tomahawk cruise missile program, the F-15, F-18 and the F-16 aircraft fly-
ing today, were developed in the 1970s. Many other technologies, such as the cur-
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rent generation of space satellites that gave us dominant battle space awareness in
Iraq, were developed in the 1980s.

The point is this: One generation bequeaths to the next generation the capabilities
to ensure its security.

Today, we have the security of future generations of Americans in our hands. We
have a responsibility to get it right.

Because of the long procurement holiday of the 1990s, we have been left a poor
hand. We must resolve to leave a better hand to our successors.

I am anxious to work with you to achieve that goal. I know full well it will take
the best of all of us.
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Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Secretary Rumsfeld. General
Shelton, I know you have a longer statement, but summarize the
highlights in a few minutes, and we will call on our colleagues who
have to leave. I hate to do that to you. We could call on you later
in the afternoon to supplement or amplify.

STATEMENT OF GEN. HENRY H. SHELTON, USA, CHAIRMAN OF
THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF

General SHELTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I can also submit
my statement for the record, if you would like. I would like to
thank you, Mr. Chairman and Senator Warner, for your very kind
words a few minutes ago about my tenure as Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff. It has been my great honor to serve the men and
women of our Armed Forces, and I want to once again thank this
committee, each and every Senator, for your very strong and
staunch support of our men and women in uniform.

I can highlight a few areas, if you would like, Mr. Chairman.
First of all, with your help, I believe we have made considerable
progress in many areas that have impacted the overall health and
welfare of our troops in recent months. Increases in pay and allow-
ances, pay table reform, TRICARE reform and expanded health
care coverage, additional funding to provide adequate housing for
our military families, and the budget plus-ups to arrest a decline
indogr first-to-fight units have been critical and have been pro-
vided.

But, let me also say that I believe we need to sustain this mo-
mentum if we are to preserve the long-term health, as well as the
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readiness, of our force in the years to come. Today, as we consider
new budgets, new national security strategies, and new ideas of
transforming the force, it is important that we always remember
that the quality people in our military are the critical enablers that
allow us to accomplish the things that we are asked to do.

Since my last testimony, we have been reminded of the human
element of national security in several profound ways. Last Octo-
ber, U.S.S. Cole was savagely attacked in the Port of Aden. In that
incident, 17 sailors died. Some asked why we put a ship in harm’s
way in such a dangerous part of the world. Well, that is what we
do. We go into harm’s way to protect America’s interests around
the world. The sailors of the U.S.S. Cole were en route to the Gulf,
establishing presence and protecting our Nation’s vital interests.

Last December we had two U.S. Army helicopters that crashed
during a very difficult night-time training mission in Hawaii. In
that crash, nine U.S. soldiers died. Some asked, why would the
U.S. Army put soldiers in harm’s way during a dangerous training
mission in the black of the night? Well, that is what we do. We
train for the most difficult missions we may face, because we know
that when America’s interests are threatened we have to be ready
to go, day or night, and failure is not an option. We try to minimize
the risk to our great men and women, but we train like we antici-
pate having to fight.

Then, as we all know, just a few weeks ago we had an EP-3 that
was a reconnaissance aircraft flying in international air space over
the South China Sea struck by a Chinese fighter, forced to make
an emergency landing, and 24 of our personnel were detained.
Some asked why we were conducting surveillance of another na-
tion. Well, my answer is, that is what we do. We are vigilant. We
are watchful, because we know that our interests and those of our
allies in the region may be challenged, and if and when they are,
we must be ready.

I am very proud of the performance of these great men and
women and the many thousands of others who proudly wear the
uniform of our country. They have been, and will always be, our
decisive edge. Indeed, they are so good at what they do, that unless
there is an accident, or an incident, then we rarely take notice of
their daily contributions to our national security. They sail their
ships, they fly their aircraft, and they go on their patrols, quietly
and professionally, and America is safe to enjoy great prosperity,
in part because of them.

However, today our forces and our people are experiencing some
significant challenges, a number of which I would like to bring to
your attention. Our first-to-fight forces are, in fact, prepared,
trained, and ready to meet emergent requirements, but some of our
other forces are not as ready as they should be. These include our
strategic airlift fleet, our intelligence, surveillance, and reconnais-
sance assets, our combat service support units, and our training
?ases, all of which provide critical capabilities to our warfighting

orces.

These units are in some cases suffering the consequences of a
high OPTEMPO and a diversion of resources to sustain the near-
term readiness of the first-to-fight forces. In fact, since 1995, DOD
has experienced a 133-percent increase in the number of military
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personnel committed to joint operations. These are real-world
events, not exercises, and we are doing it with 9 percent fewer peo-
ple. That has, in fact, caused a high operational tempo on some
s?gments of our force and that, of course, puts a strain on our peo-
ple.

I believe the fundamental cause of this situation has, in fact,
been an imbalance between the demands of our national security
strategy and the post-1997 Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR)
force structure. Fixing this imbalance, of course, will be one of the
top priorities for this year’s QDR for Secretary Rumsfeld and all
the Joint Chiefs, because the challenge will only increase over time,
and we owe it to our people to get it right.

In fact, today we are struggling to reconcile a multitude of com-
peting demands, near-term readiness imperatives, long-term mod-
ernization, and recapitalization of aging systems, and infrastruc-
ture investments that are central to preserve the world’s best
warfighting capability. As I have mentioned in previous testimony,
and as the Secretary just commented on, we did, in fact, live off
of some of our procurement in the 1980s throughout the 1990s.

Now, we have had a marked reduction in procurement. That
means the average age of most of our systems, and our key
warfighting systems, have been increasing, as was highlighted to
some extent by the Secretary.

Let me provide you with just a few examples. Our frontline air
superiority fighter, the F-15, averages 17 years of age. It is only
3 years away from the end of its original design service. Our air-
borne tanker fleet, as well as our B-52 bombers, are nearly 40
years old. Our intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance, along
with our electronic warfare aircraft, such as the RC-135s and EP-
3s, the P-3s, and our EA—6Bs, all average between 19 and 38 years
of service, and our main battle tank, the M-1, and our marine am-
phibious assault vehicle, are powered by engines that were de-
signed and, in some cases, built in the 1960s.

Finally, numerous helicopter platforms for all of our services
have passed or are approaching the end of their original design
service lives. In fact, most of the warfighting platforms that I just
mentioned meet the 25-year rule required by the great State of Vir-
ginia to qualify for antique license plates.

Our force is not aging gracefully. In fact, we are having to spend
significantly more in each year to maintain our aging equipment in
repair parts and maintenance down time and in maintenance sup-
port, which also increases the operational tempo of those great sol-
diers, sailors, airmen and marines that have to maintain them.

If we do not replace some of these systems soon, either the force
structure will shrink, or we will have to continue to maintain the
old systems, resulting in spiraling operations and maintenance
costs and reduced combat capability. In my opinion, these are unac-
ceptable alternatives, which begs the question, what should we do?

I believe there are two answers. First, we must bring into bal-
ance our strategy and our force structure, and we must signifi-
cantly increase our efforts in procurement to modernize and recapi-
talize our force. The QDR should produce the strategic blueprint
and the investment profile necessary to shape our force to carry out
the new strategy.
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Another related concern is the fact that our vital infrastructure
is decaying at an alarming rate, as Secretary Rumsfeld has com-
mented. Budget constraints have forced us to make some hard
choices. The fact is that in the real property maintenance accounts
today, we currently have a backlog that is growing, that today to-
tals over $11 billion. I think that a quality force deserves quality
facilities, and therefore it is essential that we start providing the
resources to reverse the deterioration of out post, bases, camps, and
stations.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I would like to focus for just a second on
the decisive edge of our force, the men and women in uniform.
President Bush stated that a volunteer military has only two
paths. It can lower its standards to fill its ranks, or it can inspire
the best and the brightest to join and to stay. The latter starts with
better pay, better treatment, and better training.

The President, I believe, had it exactly right. We must continue
to close the significant pay gap that still exists between the mili-
tary and the private sector, and we must make continued invest-
ments in health care, housing, and other quality-of-life programs
that are essential to sustain our force.

One of the most valued recruiting and retention tools that any
corporation can offer potential employees or its current workforce
is a comprehensive medical package. DOD is no different. For that
reason, the Chiefs and I strongly urge Congress to fully fund the
defense health program and all health care costs as a strong signal
that we are truly committed to providing quality health care to our
troops. I do not think there is a better way to renew the bond of
trust between Uncle Sam and our service members and retirees
than this commitment to quality health care.

Additionally, I would ask for your support to help ensure that all
of our men and women in uniform, single, married, or unaccom-
panied, are provided with adequate housing. Unfortunately, this is
not the case today. About 62 percent of our family housing units
are classified as inadequate, and correcting this situation is essen-
tial if we are to improve the quality of life for our service members
and their families. We have learned over the years that we recruit
the member, but we retain the family.

To sum up, Mr. Chairman, I believe that we have the best mili-
tary, the best Armed Forces in the world today. But having said
this, I believe that we will continue to enjoy our military advan-
tage, or that it will erode over time if we fail to prepare for the
evolving strategic landscape for the 21st century. Our greatest ad-
versary today, as I have said so many times, in my opinion, is com-
placency. It is imperative that we take action today to ensure that
our men and women in uniform are properly equipped, trained, and
led. If we do so, I am confident that we will prevail in any chal-
lenges that we face in the future.

I am struck by the fact that today I believe we have an oppor-
tunity to build the foundation for another long era of U.S. military
supremacy and, in doing so, we will help underwrite the peace and
prosperity that our Nation currently enjoys, and should continue to
enjoy well into the future.

Mr. Chairman, thank you for the opportunity to make this state-
ment, and we now stand ready to take your questions.
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[The prepared statement of General Shelton follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY GEN. HENRY H. SHELTON, USA

It is an honor to report to Congress today on the state of America’s Armed Forces.
As every member of this committee knows, our Nation is blessed with an unsur-
passed warfighting force that has been actively engaged over the past year support-
ing America’s interests around the globe. I am extremely proud to represent the
young men and women of our Armed Forces. They serve our country selflessly, away
from home and loved ones, and are frequently put in harm’s way. They personify
America at its very best.

It is those young soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines who will fight tomorrow’s
wars with the strategy, force structure, doctrine, and equipment that we develop
today. For them to do what we ask—to remain the best in the world—we must give
them the best tools. This means ensuring that they always have the resources nec-
essary to be trained, armed, and ready. It means properly compensating them today
and tomorrow. It means recapitalizing our weapon systems and infrastructure, and
modernizing the force to meet tomorrow’s challenges. As we consider the choices
ahead, may we always remember that our great people have the most at stake in
the decisions that we make here in Washington.

In this Posture Statement, I will address two broad topics: (1) Sustaining a Qual-
ity Force, concentrating on those programs that are critical to maintaining the force;
and (2) Building Tomorrow’s Joint Force, what we are doing today to prepare for
tomorrow’s challenges.

I. SUSTAINING A QUALITY FORCE

America’s best and brightest must continue to answer the clarion call to serve if
our Nation is to remain the strongest force for peace and stability on the planet.
It is the quality of our people that gives us a decisive edge over our adversaries and
to sustain this qualitative edge we must support our personnel with continued in-
vestments in pay compensation, health care, housing, and other quality of life pro-
grams.

Compensation Gains

As a result of compensation gains in fiscal year 2000 and fiscal year 2001, we
have made great strides toward improving the standards of living for members of
our Armed Forces. With the significant support and help of this committee, Con-
gress, and the administration, the Fiscal Year 2001 National Defense Authorization
Act (NDAA) provided one of the largest pay raises in recent history, and allowed
us to greatly reduce out-of-pocket (OOP) costs for off-base housing, instituted retire-
ment reform, and implemented pay table reform.

That same level of outstanding support was evident in the fiscal year 2001 NDAA.
The 3.7 percent pay increase maintains our commitment to close the pay gap be-
tween the military and their civilian counterparts. Additionally, the fiscal year 2001
NDAA provided $30M in Basic Allowance for Housing (BAH) to further reduce OOP
expenses to less than 15 percent. The opening of the Thrift Savings Plan to military
members, the implementation of a monetary allowance for military members cur-
rently receiving food stamps, and revising the enlistment/retention bonus authority
has also demonstrated to our forces a commitment to their quality of life. This helps
us attract and retain quality people.

We need to sustain the momentum of the past 2 years. The pay raise slated for
fiscal year 2002 and your continued support of our efforts to reduce OOP expenses
for housing to zero by fiscal year 2005 will further improve the quality of life for
our servicemembers and their families. This is not only important for their well
being, it is equally important to our efforts to recruit and retain a quality force.

Military Health Care

One of the most valued recruiting tools any major corporation can offer a potential
employee is a comprehensive medical package. DOD is no different. Congress and
the administration have done much over the last year to address the health needs
of our active duty and retired servicemembers and their families. As in the civilian
sector, healthcare costs for the military community have continued to rise rapidly.
Passage of the fiscal year 2001 NDAA demonstrated Congress’ commitment to honor
the promise to those currently serving and to those who served honorably in the
past. I appreciate the support of Congress for this effort.

We are pursuing full funding of healthcare costs as a strong signal that we are
truly committed to providing quality healthcare for our active duty military mem-
bers, retirees and their families. This commitment will have a profound impact on
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all who wear our uniform, and will encourage those who are considering a military
career. It is also imperative that we fund healthcare benefits for retirees and their
families in such a manner that this funding no longer competes with operations,
force structure, and readiness. This will honor the national commitment we made
long ago to our military retirees, without impacting the readiness and military capa-
bility of today’s force.

Additionally, the Joint Chiefs are working with the Assistant Secretary of Defense
for Health Affairs in seeking business practice improvements and implementing the
new benefits identified in the fiscal year 2001 NDAA. Beginning in fiscal year 2002,
’II‘RICARE will pay costs not covered by Medicare for over—65 retirees and their fam-
ilies.

Housing

Housing continues to be a core element in our efforts to improve the quality of
life for our service members. All our men and women in uniform deserve adequate
housing. The Services remain on track with plans to eliminate inadequate housing
for unaccompanied enlisted personnel by 2008. The situation for family housing is
more challenging. Last year, the Service Family Housing Master Plans deemed al-
most 61 percent of family housing units inadequate. The Services are revamping
their respective Family Housing Master Plans to revitalize, privatize, or demolish
these inadequate units by 2010.

Congressional support for DOD’s three-pronged strategy to improve family hous-
ing has been outstanding and is greatly appreciated. First, the initiative to raise
housing allowances to reduce out-of-pocket expenses for our servicemembers has
provided welcome relief to the force. Second, creating smart partnerships with the
private sector makes defense dollars go further and effectively frees up resources to
revitalize existing housing. Finally, your continued efforts to fund our construction
and privatization programs will pay great dividends by ensuring our service-
members and their families can live in respectable accommodations.

There is an inseparable, direct link between personal and family readiness and
our total force combat readiness. Your continued support of these and other quality
of life programs will provide substantial returns in retaining not just the member,
but also the family.

II. BUILDING TOMORROW’S JOINT FORCE

In this section, I present some of my thoughts on those actions we are taking
today, to build tomorrow’s joint force. In my view, these are the critical enablers for
any new defense strategy designed to confront the challenges of this 21st century.

Modernization

While recent funding increases have arrested the decline in current readiness, our
modernization accounts, which are critical to future readiness, remain under funded.
Solving this problem has become my most urgent priority.

Modernization will help reduce our capability concerns by leveraging advanced
technology to improve interoperability. Also, newer, technologically advanced Intel-
ligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance (ISR) collection assets, communications
systems, and logistics support systems will help reduce manpower requirements
while simultaneously improving the CINCs’ warfighting capabilities. Modernization
is also necessary for improved operational flexibility and to ensure that we retain
a technological and qualitative superiority on the battlefield.

\ge must modernize our force; however, we must not sacrifice current readiness
to do it.

Recapitalization of Force Structure

After the Cold War, we made a conscious decision to cut procurement and live
off the investments of the eighties as we reduced force structure. Between fiscal
years 1993-1998, approximately $100 billion was taken out of DOD procurement ac-
counts. The 1997 QDR Report identified a potentially serious procurement problem
if we did not increase investment in new platforms and equipment. A goal of $60
billion in procurement was established as an interim target to recover from the
sharply reduced procurement spending in fiscal year 1993-1998. Last year, for the
first time, this interim goal was achieved.

However, several recent studies, to include one by the Congressional Budget Of-
fice, have concluded that $60 billion is not sufficient to sustain the force. Since the
QDR will determine the strategy and size of the force, I cannot give you a precise
recommendation on the additional amount required. What is clear today is that we
must accelerate the pace of replacing our aging and worn systems if we are to de-
liver the right capability to meet future challenges. We simply cannot continue to
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defer procurement and continue our usage at existing rates if we expect our force
to meet all of our 21st century commitments.

Recapitalization of Infrastructure

Our vital infrastructure is decaying. The understandable desire for a post-Cold
War peace dividend forced us to make hard choices that redirected funds from mili-
tary facilities and infrastructure accounts to support immediate readiness require-
ments. Years of belt-tightening have increased the risk of facility failures and have
added to the costs of upkeep.

Within civilian industry, the replacement, restoration or modernization of physical
plant assets is accomplished in roughly a 50-year cycle. The rate of investment in
DOD infrastructure has fallen to a level that requires over 100 years for recapital-
ization. We must find the resources to accelerate the recapitalization of our infra-
structure to avoid further damage and degradation. A sustained period of increased
funding is required to develop a modern infrastructure capable of supporting our
21st century force and the next generation of weapon systems.

In its current state, the DOD infrastructure is still capable of supporting the Na-
tional Military Strategy; however, in some locations, we face a high risk of oper-
ational limitations that may affect mission success. Throughout DOD, installation
readiness is at an all-time low. In fact, 60 percent of our infrastructure is rated C—
3 (some failures) or C—4 (major problems). It is particularly alarming that the cur-
rent condition of training and operational facilities is lower than any other facility
category in DOD. Usage restrictions and the shortage of required training ranges
and operating areas slowly but inevitably degrade the readiness of our operational
units. The poor material condition of facilities also directly contributes to lost or de-
graded training opportunities.

In sum, our deteriorating infrastructure continues to impair readiness and detract
from the quality of life of our service members and their families. I ask you to sup-
port our efforts to fix this problem, because it effectively reduces the efficiency of
our uniformed and civilian workforce and further lowers retention rates for highly
qualified and otherwise motivated personnel. A world class fighting force requires
mission-ready facilities.

Additionally, we sorely need further base closure rounds as part of our overall re-
capitalization effort. According to the April 1998 DOD BRAC Report, we have 23
percent excess base capacity in the United States, a situation that directly impacts
the ability of the Service Chiefs to provide, train, maintain, and equip today’s force.
By removing validated excess capacity, we could save $3 billion per year in the long-
term. This money would then be available to fund appropriately our remaining
bases and help fix the remaining infrastructure.

TRANSFORMATION

Joint Vision 2020

Our future force must be a seamless joint force and our roadmap for achieving this
joint force is detailed in Joint Vision 2020 (JV 2020). Although the Services are bus-
ily engaged in the transformation of their respective forces, in my view these indi-
vidual transformations will be most effective operationally only if they mesh fully
with the more encompassing joint transformation called for in JV 2020.

A key feature of this transformation will be the implementation of dominant ma-
neuver, precision engagement, focused logistics, and full dimensional protection in
the context of Joint Task Force (JTF) operations. Today, we successfully execute
JTF operations when they are needed. But, in my view, we will be more responsive
and agile in the future with JTF operations as our “national military core com-
petency.” This goal will not be achieved through technology and materiel solutions
alone. It will also require intellectual innovation and the development of doctrine,
organizations, training and education, leaders, people, and facilities that effectively
make use of new technologies.

Using JV 2020 as a conceptual template, the goal of our joint transformation ef-
fort is a force that is dominant across the full spectrum of military operations. DOD
is seeking to transform its forces to meet future challenges through a comprehensive
plan that integrates activities in several areas:

¢ Service concept development and experimentation efforts;

¢ Joint concept development and experimentation designed to integrate
Service capabilities where possible and develop joint solutions where nec-
essary;

¢ Implementation processes in the Services and joint community to identify
rapidly the most promising of the new concepts; and
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¢ Science and Technology efforts focused on areas that can enhance U.S.
military capabilities.

This overall transformation effort is not focused solely on US military capabilities.
USJFCOM has developed an aggressive plan for outreach to multinational partners
as well. Our objective is to bring allied perspectives into the concept development
process to facilitate our future ability to operate effectively within a coalition envi-
ronment.

Based on joint experimentation and implementation programs, we expect to see
some new capabilities that will be operational well before 2020, while other promis-
ing concepts will continue to be explored and developed. Our overarching goal is to
bring these various capabilities together in a coherent and synchronized fashion.

OTHER TRANSFORMATION ISSUES

Logistics Transformation

Our goal for logistics transformation is to provide the joint warfighter real-time
logistics situational awareness by leveraging technology and optimizing logistics
processes. The Defense Reform Initiative Directive #54, Logistics Transformation
Plans, establishes a framework of objectives and a means to measure progress to-
ward accomplishing this goal.

Ultimately, we must create a network-centric environment in which data can be
accessed in real time at its source. This network-centric environment will provide
the warfighter with operationally relevant logistics information necessary to make
accurate, timely decisions and to maintain our military advantage into the next dec-
ades.

Mobility

We are making significant improvements in our ability to deploy forces. Our fleet
of 35-year old C-141s is being replaced with C-17s, and numerous conventional
break-bulk cargo ships are being replaced by Large Medium Speed Roll-on Roll-off
ships. However, we foresee increased challenges and stresses to the mobility system.
These challenges were carefully examined in the comprehensive 2-year Mobility Re-
quirements Study 05 (MRS-05). The study determined that programmed strategic
lift capability falls short of requirements for both CONUS and inter-theater mis-
sions. MRS-05 also determined that increased capability is needed within theaters
to move equipment and supplies forward from pre-positioning sites, airports, and
seaports. Consequently, we are aggressively pursuing policy changes, host-nation
agreements, and, where necessary, considering new equipment as part of the 2001
QDR to ensure timely force deployment. More than ever, Congressional support of
strategic lift is needed if we are to build a national mobility capability sufficient for
our current and future needs.

Joint Interoperability

We have made progress in the area of interoperability with an overall effort fo-
cused on creating a force that is ready to fight as a coherent joint unit, fully inter-
operable, and seamlessly integrated. Our long-term goal is to require that interoper-
ability be “designed in” at the beginning of the development process rather than
“forced in” after the fact. We intend to achieve this goal through improvements in
the requirements generation process, including establishment of interoperability
Key Performance Parameters (KPPs) and Information Exchange Requirements
(IERs) in systems development. A requirements-based Joint Operations Architec-
ture, well grounded in joint doctrine, will provide a roadmap for addressing inter-
operability issues across the full spectrum of capabilities. These efforts will enable
DOD’s senior leadership to focus more on interoperability and integration of the
joint force.

INTELLIGENCE AND COMMUNICATIONS TRANSFORMATION

Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance

Achieving and maintaining a decisive advantage in our ability to access, gather,
exploit, and act on information remains a critical aspect of our combat capability
and readiness. A full spectrum ISR capability is the mainstay of that concept. To
achieve this, we need to place more emphasis on the capability to “watch” or “stare
at” targeted objectives with collection systems able to monitor, track, characterize,
and report on moving objects and dynamic events as they occur in the battlespace.
In other words, a constant rather than periodic sensor access is required.
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Intelligence Interoperability

Intelligence interoperability is the foundation of our capability for dominant
battlespace awareness. Our goal is to ensure that our forces retain an information
edge over potential adversaries. To be fully interoperable, intelligence must be pro-
duced and delivered in a fashion that immediately supports command decision mak-
ing and mission execution. We are gradually tearing down barriers to interoper-
ability between intelligence and operations systems to ensure we provide the Com-
mon Operating Picture essential to future command and control. The Common Op-
erating Picture will provide a unified view of the battlespace for the soldier in the
field, the pilot in the cockpit, and the commander, regardless of location.

Intelligence Federation

The Intelligence Federation is a new concept wherein designated commands and
units provide specified intelligence support to an engaged CINC during a crisis or
contingency operation using a pre-planned methodology tailored to that CINC’s area
of responsibility and operational requirements. The concept evolved from the grow-
ing need to ensure the collective resources of the intelligence community function
as a “system of systems,” so that users are able to receive information tailored to
their unique requirements, and with the necessary fidelity. To do this effectively,
we need to create a federation among intelligence components using Joint Tactics,
Techniques, and Procedures.

Global Information Grid (GIG)

The CINCs testified last year that a major warfighting deficiency in some theaters
is the inability to plan quickly and execute decisively because of C* deficiencies. I
wholeheartedly agree. Simply put, our C# infrastructure falls short of what is need-
ed to support properly our decision makers and the men and women on the front
lines. To help alleviate this shortfall, we must ensure that our warfighters have full
and reliable access to the GIG from any point on the globe. The GIG is the globally
interconnected, end-to-end set of information capabilities, associated processes, and
personnel that we are developing to manage and provide information on demand to
warfighters, policy makers, and supporting personnel. I believe that our ongoing ef-
forts to bring the GIG online will provide the foundation for information superiority
on the battlefield in the decades ahead. To that end, it is necessary to continue to
invest in and upgrade the GIG infrastructure. Satellites, fiber optic cables, support
of network operations, information assurance programs, and DOD’s use of the radio
frequency spectrum, are all tremendously important to achieving this goal.

Radio Frequency Spectrum Access

There is an important debate ongoing concerning the proposed reallocation of a
segment of the DOD radio frequency spectrum to commercial users, an initiative
with the potential to disrupt our transformation effort. In the last 8 years, 247 MHz
of the RF spectrum for Federal use, primarily used by DOD, has been reallocated
for commercial use by the private sector. I am concerned that further reallocation
of frequency spectrum for commercial use, without comparable spectrum to execute
DOD’s critical functions, will have a major impact on our ability to execute our mis-
sions. Our success on the battlefield largely depends on our ability to use advanced
communications technology to exchange vital information between decision-makers,
commanders, and deployed forces.

One of the principal areas of interest to the private sector is the 1755-1850 MHz
band. This band is currently used for tactical data links; satellite telemetry, track-
ing, and control; precision guided weapons; air combat training systems; and the de-
livery of voice, video, and data information to warfighters and commanders in the
field. These systems are indispensable to our national defense. Some industry advo-
cates have suggested that DOD share segments of this frequency band or relocate
to another operationally suitable spectrum. I believe this proposal is problematic for
two reasons. First, according to our analysis, sharing with commercial users is not
possible due to interference over large geographical areas and metropolitan centers.
Second, moving DOD communications to a different, but comparable, spectrum could
be problematic due to the lengthy transition period required. Some national security
satellites will use this frequency band well into the future. If directed to move, a
more detailed cost and transition timeline will be required to ensure continuity of
our Nation’s defense capabilities. It is imperative that we strike a reasonable and
informed balance between commercial needs and military requirements. I under-
stand that there is a White House process, led by the National Security Council and
the National Economic Council, which is reviewing this issue to achieve this bal-
ance, critical for national security. We anticipate that suitable solutions will be
found that are acceptable to all parties.
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CONCLUSION

Today, even as we seek to transform our force to face an evolving security envi-
ronment, our goals remain firm. We must protect America’s interests, deter aggres-
sion, support peaceful resolution of disputes and most importantly, to be ready to
intervene or respond to a conflict and win decisively.

This is a critically important time for our Nation as we move further into the new
millennium as the only global superpower. It is clear that we have a great deal of
work to do with the administration and Congress as we develop a new NSS and
support the requirements of the QDR. Our professional, highly trained, and moti-
vated young Americans in uniform are counting on us to make the right decisions.
We have an opportunity in the months ahead to build on successes, address the
challenges, and sustain and support our dedicated forces. We must provide our
warfighting forces with the best tools available as they defend America’s interests,
and we must shape a future force that will help us achieve our national security
objectives well into the 21st century. Together, I am confident we can capitalize on
this opportunity.

Chairman LEVIN. General Shelton, thank you. We are going to
modify my announcement on the order for questions. I am going to
first call on Senator Warner, who is going to allocate his 6 minutes,
and then we will pursue the usual rotation.

Senator WARNER. I thank the chairman. Two of my colleagues
are going to be leaving us at 3:00, so if the Senator from Alabama
and the Senator from Maine would like, take my time, 3 minutes
each.

Senator SESSIONS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Perhaps I will not
use all that time. I would just like to thank Secretary Rumsfeld for
challenging the system, for asking tough questions, and for not be-
lieving that anything is a sacred cow. The President indicated he
was going to do that.

I think it is your responsibility to do so, and I know you are just
now beginning to get your staff approved, confirmed, and on board.
We are behind in that, and I know it is difficult to prepare a de-
tailed budget during the time that you are giving fundamental re-
view to the priorities of the Department of Defense.

I, for one, am going to be as supportive as I possibly can, because
when you testify that you need this program or that program, I
want you to have had the time to study it and make that rec-
ommendation with the confidence and backing you need.

We are, indeed, increasing spending around this body an awful
lot. Cutting social programs, Mr. Secretary, means that the pro-
jected increases cannot be reduced. That is what cutting means in
a social program. On defense, however, we do not seem to be as de-
termined to protect it.

I think it is a core function of our Government to provide for the
national defense and the national security. It ought to be given our
highest priority in the tough budget-making issues that we face. I
will support you on that, and I also hope that at the same time you
will follow through, as you have indicated, on commitments to effi-
ciency, productivity, and research, which perhaps can save us a lot
of money in the years to come.

Thank you very much.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, sir.

Senator COLLINS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. First, I want to
thank Senator Warner for his graciousness in letting me use his
time so that I can participate in the hearing.
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Secretary Rumsfeld, General Shelton, you have certainly painted
a very grim picture, which obviously indicates that these problems
did not occur overnight. They have been building for a long time,
which raises questions of why the alarm bells were not sounded in
the previous administration. But leaving that issue aside, Sec-
retary Rumsfeld, you have emphasized the difficulty of “getting
well” in 1 year with this budget. You have mentioned with regard
to shipbuilding that meeting the QDR target of 310 ships would re-
glﬁre building at least nine ships each year, at a cost of about $12

111101.

Has the Pentagon considered recommending to Congress the use
of advance appropriations to step up the shipbuilding budget in a
way that might be more affordable in the short term? Ultimately,
we are still going to have the same costs, but is there consideration
underway at the Pentagon to looking at advance appropriations?

Secretary RUMSFELD. Senator Collins, that is an important ques-
tion, and I am not an expert on it. Dov Zakheim has been working
with the Office of Management and Budget on it. I do not see any
other way we are going to get that shipbuilding budget up and
going in the right direction without doing forward-funding.

Whether or not the balancing of the pros and cons of it will be
sufficiently persuasive with the Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) is a question, but it is clearly a way for us to increase the
number of ships per year, which we need to do. We need to do it
because we need the ships. We also need to do it because the indus-
trial base and the shipyards need the work, and I am certainly
hopeful that we will be able to do that in addition to increasing
funds in the shipbuilding budget in the coming year.

Senator COLLINS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you, Senator
Warner.

Senator WARNER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. If I might just com-
ment on that too, Senator Levin and I met with you yesterday and
this was central to our discussions. We want to join you on this.
I think hopefully within Congress there is a majority view that this
is a way to aid shipbuilding and maybe other procurement ac-
counts. So let us work together. If it requires legislation, let us roll
along with it.

Chairman LEVIN. Very good. Thank you, sir.

Secretary Rumsfeld, just on that last point, I think this commit-
tee is more than happy to look at the pros and cons of these var-
ious approaches, but we have had these considerations before.
There are some definite advantages, but there are some definite
disadvantages to that kind of funding, and the committee will be
happy to look at all of those advantages and disadvantages when
you are ready to submit them to us.

I was struck, Secretary Rumsfeld, by your comment that the
United States Armed Forces are the best-trained, best-equipped,
most powerful military forces on the face of the earth. I can assure
you that this committee will continue to do everything in our power
to keep it that way, just as we have in the past.

This committee has acted consistently on a bipartisan basis to
make sure that we are the best-trained, best-equipped force on the
face of the earth. We worked with our Secretaries of Defense, with
our uniformed leaders, and we will continue to carry on that role.
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Secretary Rumsfeld, the Chairman of the Senate Budget Com-
mittee, Senator Conrad, sent a letter to President Bush with copies
to you this week outlining the fiscal challenges we face, particu-
larly those that relate to your budget amendment for the Defense
Department.

The Chairman of the Budget Committee looked at the possibility
that the impending summer revisions to our economic forecast
could show that the small remaining surplus left for 2002 would
evaporate because of a slowdown in the economy. Does the admin-
istration believe that your defense budget amendment can be paid
for in fiscal year 2002 without using the medicare or social security
trust funds?

Secretary RUMSFELD. Absolutely.

Chairman LEVIN. Last week, the Deputy Secretary of Defense
announced the creation of a senior executive council that would
make key decisions on defense matters. This council does not in-
clude, or at least does not appear to include, the Joint Chiefs of
Staff or other senior military leaders. Can you explain why they
are not included in that council?

Secretary RUMSFELD. The group you are referring to is the Dep-
uty Secretary, the Under Secretary for Acquisition, and, as I recall,
the three service secretaries. They deal continuously with the
Chairman and the Chiefs of Staff of the services. The issues they
will address will be issues that are at their level and of the nature
that are appropriate to them.

For example, that group, plus Dr. Zakheim and I, have been in-
volved with the Chairman and the Chiefs practically every day now
for the last 4 weeks, and the interaction is continuous.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you. At your hearing last week, Mr. Sec-
retary, I asked you if you agreed with General Kadish’s assessment
that if you adopted and implemented the recommendations on mis-
sile defense from the missile defense strategy review that he has
just completed, that those recommendations would not lead to a
violation of the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty in fiscal year
2002.

You said that you would give us your answer relative to that,
after reviewing General Kadish’s assessment. Now that you are
presenting the fiscal 2002 budget, let me ask you this: In this
budget request for fiscal year 2002, are you incorporating rec-
ommendations from the National Missile Defense Strategy Review,
which General Kadish briefed us on June 13?

Secretary RUMSFELD. It turns out that in our eagerness to con-
sult with Congress, General Kadish briefed you and Congress prior
to briefing me on that program. The program has not been briefed
to me. It is in a state of some adjustment because of changes in
the budget plan.

Yesterday, I met with General Kadish, goodness, for I am sure
an hour and a half or 2 hours, and some of the people to discuss
the treaty aspect of it, and I am prepared to speak to that. But the
actual details of the research and development (R&D) budget, not
the deployment budget, but the R&D budget that General Kadish
is working on, as I say, are still in a state of some flux.
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Chairman LEVIN. In the budget that you are presenting to us
today, is there anything in that budget which would cause a viola-
tion of the ABM Treaty in fiscal year 20027

Secretary RUMSFELD. They do not know for sure. That is to say,
as you engage in a research and development activity, it is not
clear how it is going to evolve, and General Kadish cannot answer
the question, nor can I. What we can say

Chairman LEVIN. Well, let me interrupt you there. General
Kadish did answer the question. He said it did not.

Secretary RUMSFELD. That was a perfectly honest answer from
his standpoint at that stage of his knowledge. As I say, he has

Chairman LEVIN. You were briefed by him. How can you dis-
agree, then, with his conclusion?

Secretary RUMSFELD. May I finish the sentence here on this, so
that we can get it completely clarified. General Kadish’s program
is still being adjusted, and therefore we cannot say that the pro-
gram is final and therefore we know.

Second, we cannot know because it is a research and develop-
ment budget, and it is impossible to be able to say exactly which
R&D program is going to evolve or progress faster or slower than
another.

What I can say is that the law is the law, and we will comply
with it. I can also say there is a compliance requirement in the
Pentagon that, as things do evolve, it has to go through a compli-
ance review, so the chances of anything happening that would be
contrary to U.S. law, or contrary to the treaty, are zero.

Now, let me go the next step. The President has said that he
wants to pursue promising technologies, and he wants to be able
to at some point deploy a missile defense capability. The ABM
Treaty does not permit that. That means that they’re in conflict.

That is why the President has said he wants to enter into discus-
sions with the Russians and see if we can find a way to establish
a new framework to move beyond the ABM Treaty. Those discus-
sions and talks began with my visit with the Defense Minister of
Russia, Mr. Ivanov, the President’s meeting with Mr. Putin, and
Secretary Powell’s meeting with his counterpart.

They will be starting up again soon, and the President’s full in-
tention is to find ways that the ABM Treaty will not inhibit his
goal of providing missile defense for the American people, deployed
forces, and friends and allies.

Chairman LEVIN. Senator Inhofe.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. First of all, we have
somewhat of a pilot crisis. I think we all agree with that. One of
the issues we talked about last year was individually contracting
out to retired military personnel some of the flying functions of
noncombat vehicles.

We asked in our defense authorization bill last year that the
DOD study this and report back to us by April as to what their rec-
ommendation would be. I would like to ask first, when are we
going to get the report back, and second, what thoughts do you
haf;e on the contracting out provision for retired military person-
nel?

Secretary RUMSFELD. Are you familiar with it?

General SHELTON. Yes, sir.
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Senator Inhofe, we, in fact, in the Joint Staff, based on the re-
quirement in the authorization act, completed that study, and have
forwarded that to the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) for
review. It has not reached the Secretary yet. We did examine all
facets of it. To be candid, and not to go into too much detail here,
it does not look very promising at this point.

There are numerous things tied into it, including the combat-
readiness of the pilots that we train in those aircraft to end up
being commanders of the larger aircraft in our strategic lift, but all
that has gone up to OSD. You should be receiving the complete re-
port shortly.

Senator INHOFE. Shortly?

General SHELTON. Yes, sir.

Senator INHOFE. In a month?

General SHELTON. Sir, I cannot speak for the Secretary.

Senator INHOFE. Why don’t you advise us for the record when
you think we will get that, because I think it is something that
does have merit, and I would like to kind of bring it up for discus-
sion at some point.

[The information referred to follows:]

The report is still under review in the Office of the Secretary of Defense. At this
point, we cannot offer a date certain when the report will be completed. We will en-

sure that proper notifications are made when the report is released by the Depart-
ment of Defense.

Senator INHOFE. Secretary Rumsfeld, in one of your management
reforms, you talk about outsourcing depot maintenance workloads
beyond a depot’s capacity. It is my understanding that you measure
capacity by a 40-hour work week. In other words, you measure one
shift when there is capability in all of our three remaining air lo-
gistics centers, for example, to operate with three shifts.

Wouldn’t it be smarter to go ahead and change the definition of
capacity, and maybe have that capacity at two shifts, as opposed
to wasting that infrastructure in outsourcing when it isn’t really
necessary?

Secretary RUMSFELD. Dov Zakheim has been working on this. My
understanding is that the proposal relates just to backlog that is
not being met, so if a depot is not able to meet the backlog, that
that then would be freed up for different outsourcing.

Senator INHOFE. But if the depot is not able to meet that because
they are using the current definition of full capacity, would it not
be advisable to at least explore expanding that capacity by increas-
ing from one to three, or from one to two shifts?

Secretary RUMSFELD. I would be happy to take a look at it.

Senator INHOFE. Okay. Why don’t you do that and answer it for
the record.

[The information referred to follows:]

Options for overtime and extra shifts were not excluded. The initiative recognizes
that depots could choose to bid on competed work by increasing overtime and adding
extra shifts. However, excessive overtime cannot be sustained for extended periods
of time and could be uneconomical. The ability to hire additional qualified personnel

from the local labor pool, either for extra shifts or to utilize existing equipment and
facilities, is a factor in determining a depot’s ability to accomplish extra work.

Senator INHOFE. I was pleased to see the Crusader is going to
receive the funding that would put it online, I believe, in 2006. I
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am not sure, General Shelton, but I think you are in agreement,
as most of the Army people are, as to where we are with the old
Paladin; it is an outdated system, and many of our prospective ad-
versaries have a lot more capacity than we have. Is there any
chance that you would be able to move that up from 2006 to 2005
in terms of having one deployed and operating?

General SHELTON. Senator Inhofe, I think that as a part of the
QDR process, part of the examination of our strategy and our force
structure, that system, like all the other systems that we have will
undergo a review. As part of that, certainly in the Army’s overall
plan for transformation, where we would need it to dovetail in with
their objective force, or with their interim force, even, is what will
have to be examined. Of course, in that comes the priority issues,
of where they prioritize that, and I cannot speak for the Army right
now. I will have to take that one for the record and get back to you.

[The information referred to follows:]

Transformation is an evolutionary process and the Fiscal Year 2002 Amended
Budget represents a balanced program, which maintains an Army, trained and
ready. To support the Army’s future goals, significant funding increases for Trans-
formation and Science and Technology development have been included as part of
the President’s Amended Budget. The service can best articulate in any discussion
pertaining to transformation tradeoff decisions.

The Army’s Future Goals was part of the process in the Quadrennial Defense Re-
view which was released the end of September 2001.

Senator INHOFE. I am pleased they made the evaluation, the
commitment, and the funding that they did. Senator Warner and
I have both had the opportunity to go out and see the reason that
it is necessary for us to update our 40-year-old Paladin system, so
it would at least be competitive.

. 1Greneral SHELTON. Yes, sir. It represents a quantum leap in capa-
ility.

Senator INHOFE. The modernization cuts proposed with the B-2
include installation of the new satellite communication system,
Link-16. We have been talking about this for quite sometime, and
I understand that in this budget you are proposing to cancel the
$123 million in the B—2 modernization funding. I was surprised
when I saw this, after the performance that we witnessed with
this, and the criticism of not being able to change missions en route
during the Kosovo operation.

Am I accurate on what the budget has on this, Secretary Rums-
feld, and can you tell me what the thinking was behind it in terms
of cutting the updating of the B-2?

Secretary RUMSFELD. I would have to look back into that and get
back to you on that, unless, Dov, do you have that?

Dr. ZAKHEIM. No. We need to look into it.

Senator INHOFE. Good. Well, perhaps it is not true, then. I would
certainly, again, like to have that answer for the record.

[The information referred to follows:]

We are not proposing to cancel the B—2 Link-16 Program. We do have an un-
funded requirement of approximately $48 million that would continue the develop-
ment efforts that will provide battlefield situational awareness for improved surviv-

ability and flexible retargeting. It is my intention to fully fund this program in the
Fiscal Year 2003 Budget Request.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much.
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Senator Lieberman.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Thanks, Mr. Chairman.

Secretary Rumsfeld, thanks for your testimony. Let me say first
that I am pleased to see that the budget that you and the Presi-
dent are offering us today, despite the fact that it is a place-holder,
does build on the bipartisan efforts in this committee and Congress
over the last year to regain real growth in defense spending. This
is the first time we have done this since the mid-eighties, and I am
pleased that this budget includes an increase over last year.

Although we have not seen the details, and therefore it is pretty
hard to endorse them, I applaud the increase that you are rec-
ommending and I will support it. In fact, in looking over the mate-
rial we have so far, I think the increase in defense spending which
the President and you are recommending is actually too small to
meet our national security needs.

While it does make much-needed progress in quality of life, in
compensation, and in restoring deteriorating infrastructure, I do
not think it meets the goals of bolstering readiness and transform-
ing military capabilities. Resources to support OPTEMPO are flat
or down in the categories you have shown us so far, such as flying
hours and tank training miles.

I think it was General Patton who once said, “first-class training
is the best form of welfare for the troops,” meaning it is another
aspect of quality of life. I think the budget, so far, falls short there.

Also, after factoring in increases for the ballistic missile defense,
spending for research development, testing, and evaluation appears
to be no better than flat. Basic research and advanced research, the
source of the technology we will need to transform the entire mili-
tary, is flat. It is well below the goal of 3 percent of the budget,
which itself, I think, is too low, and that is not consistent with your
transformation goals.

I am also very concerned that procurement spending in this
budget is not what it should be, even after accounting for additions
from transferring missile programs from the Ballistic Missile De-
fense Office to the Services. Even if the QDR concludes that we will
not transform our force, which I hope it does not, we nonetheless
must modernize. One independent analysis, one of many that have
suggested this, was done by the Center for Strategic and Budgetary
Analysis headed by Dr. Krepinevich, and concluded that moderniz-
ing the existing force on the current schedule would require be-
tween $65 and $85 billion per year, or $5 to $20 billion more than
is in this year’s procurement budget. Accelerating the schedule
would require $75 to $95 billion per year, or between $15 and $35
billion more than is in this year’s budget. Even cutting the current
force and modernization programs could cost $65 billion per year,
which is $5 billion more than you have in this year’s budget.

The fact is that bold transformations, such as the one I think you
are hoping for and which I agree with, will add substantially to
those estimated cost increases. So as I said at the outset, I endorse
the defense increases that you propose. I would personally support
a larger increase, because I believe that is necessary to keep the
American military dominant into this new century.

Let me ask you about two of the points that I have just made.
On procurement, do you agree that we need more, whether for a
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transformed or modernized force, than the amount you have re-
quested for procurement?

Secretary RUMSFELD. Yes, sir. The goal for procurement, as you
will recall, in recent years has been to get up to $60 billion. In
2001, with the supplemental, it will be $62 billion. In 2002, we are
proposing $61.6 billion, so it is quite close, but I agree with you
that it is not at a level of increase that would modernize the force.

In regards to OPTEMPO, it is a matter of choices. The Air Force,
for example, has an increase, whereas the Navy and Marine Corps
took a slight decrease, as they chose between things with finite re-
sources.

With respect to research, development, testing, and evaluation
(RDT&E), the number actually is up from $41 billion to $47 billion,
with some focus on transformational R&D, countering unconven-
tional threats to national security, improving RDT&E test range in-
frastructure, reducing cost of weapons and intelligence systems,
and OPTEMPO. It is uneven. The Army’s flying hours, you are
quite right, went down from 14.5 to 14. The Navy, on the other
hand, went up from 17.8 hours for their tactical air forces to 22.6.
The Air Force held level at 17.1 in terms of flight hours.

The tank miles are different. They actually did go down, as you
suggested, from 800 to 730. The Army made those kind of choices.
The National Training Center stayed level at 97, and the ship oper-
ations stayed exactly level at 15.5. So it’s a mixed bag, some up,
some down, and some staying right where they were on
OPTEMPO.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Let me address the first part of your an-
swer, if I may, Mr. Secretary. As I gather, you agree that in the
best of all worlds we should be spending more on procurement. Did
you request that through the budget process of OMB?

Secretary RUMSFELD. We certainly presented to the Office of
Management and Budget and the President the budget that we felt
would be desirable for the Department. The process then is, as you
well know, for them to look at all their needs, social security and
various other things that are going on in the government, and come
to a conclusion. This is where we came out. It is the largest in-
crease since 1986, 7 percent in real terms, as I understand it, and
yet it is not sufficient to dig us out of the hole that we have been
digging ourselves into for the past 5, 6, or 7 years.

Senator LIEBERMAN. So, it is fair to presume, in the normal
course of the budgetary exercise, that you did not get everything
you wanted.

Secretary RUMSFELD. Seldom do.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Therefore, there is some room for this com-
gligtee, hopefully, to make some independent judgments about the

udget.

I would just say briefly, in response to Mr. Chairman, on the
RDT&E, it is true that there has been a substantial increase. How-
ever, as I look at it, most of it, not all of it, is in the defense-wide
area, which is mostly missile defense and increases to the services.
Except for the Navy and Marine Corps, it is not great.

The one part I do want to focus on, and I hope the committee
can take a separate look at, is the science and technology budget.
The total for this year is $9 billion, and you are recommending $8.8
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billion. I don’t think we are going to be able to do what we need
to do unless we are investing in the technologies of the future.

I have gone over my time. Thanks, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much.

Secretary RUMSFELD. Senator Lieberman, actually, on RDT&E,
the Army is up from 6.3 to 6.7 billion, the Navy is up from 9.4 to
11.1, Air Force is up from 14 to 14.3, and defense-wide is 11.3 to
15.3.

In regards to transformational R&D, there are any number of
items, including Global Hawk, Future Combat System, digitization,
joint tactical radio systems, and several others.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you.

Senator Roberts.

Senator ROBERTS. General Shelton, well done, sir. Thank you.

General SHELTON. Thank you, sir.

Senator ROBERTS. At about 3:30, Mr. Chairman, I thought I had
arranged a B-1B flyover from McConnell Air Force Base——
[Laughter.]

—to fly about 30 feet over the Senate Office Buildings and per-
haps over the Pentagon.

That is a poor attempt at humor that perhaps Senator Cleland
would enjoy—a little black humor.

I am discouraged, I am frustrated, and I am angry, Mr. Sec-
retary. More to the point, the men and women of the 184th Bomber
Wing in Wichita, Kansas, at McConnell Air Force Base, share my
discouragement and my frustration. I do not know if they are
angry. They should be, and I will tell you why.

At our last hearing, I asked you to include Congress as you go
forward with your transformation. I believed your stated resolute
position to review transformation recommendations carefully before
decisions were made.

I was very disappointed—that is not strong enough. I will not tell
you how strong I felt on Tuesday when, without discussion from
Congress of any kind, no consultation, and from my view, with lit-
tle close review by senior leaders in the DOD, the decisions to sig-
nificantly reduce the B—1 bomber fleet and take the B—1 bombers
from Georgia, Idaho, and Kansas, and put them in South Dakota
and Texas was announced.

Dr. Zakheim, your able assistant there, told staffers that evening
that the way this was handled by the services was a model of what
DOD is trying to do to cut excess. I sure as heck hope this is not
a model on how you are going to consult with Congress.

I have been quoted as stating that I thought that politics may
have played in the decision to place the B—1’s in South Dakota.
Why would I say that? I do not think that this Secretary is going
to do that. I did not think anybody in the Air Force would do that.

Well, I said it because I have here a political impact statement
from the United States Air Force, and it says here, in regards to
Texas, the home State of POTUS—I do not know of any Senator
named POTUS. [Laughter.]

I do know of a President by the name of Bush whose home State
is Texas. Then the political impact says, Senate Majority Leader,
home State of South Dakota.



207

It gets to Georgia, it gets to Idaho, and it gets to Kansas, and
you do not find any mention of Senator Cleland, Senator Roberts,
Senator Craig, or Senator Crapo. I do not know what doofus over
at the Air Force put this out, but if there is a political impact, why
he put it on a piece of paper is beyond me.

I am angry because of the apparent piecemeal approach to trans-
formation that this represents lack of any coordination with Mem-
bers of Congress. Will other programs receive the same consider-
ation? Will the Senators from affected States and on this committee
find out one morning of the Navy’s decision to reduce or cut the
DD-21, or the Army decides to cut the Crusader? Maybe we are
moving from 10 Army divisions to 8.

We cannot have a piecemeal approach to our transformation.
These actions to cut or reshape major weapons systems must be
part of an overall plan, and Congress must be included.

I am going to make every effort—you know this, we have talked
about it—to stop any movement of the B-1B aircraft until I am
confident, and Senator Cleland is confident, that this decision fits
into our national defense strategy, has had the proper review, and
every aspect of such a decision has been considered. I will do the
same for any decision on any major weapons system if the proper
reviews have not been made.

I would appreciate your comments, sir, on this recently an-
nounced decision on the B-1 platform, including the time line for
such action and the choice for the locations of the remaining B—
1Bs. Please include how future weapons system decisions will be
coordinated with the Members of Congress.

You do not have to answer that right now. You have in your pos-
session somewhere in the Pentagon a letter sent to you by myself,
Senator Cleland, Senator Miller, Senator Brownback, Senator
Craig, Senator Crapo, and about eight or nine Members of the
House of Representatives.

We point out that you have correctly indicated that the global en-
vironment will likely include limited access to overseas bases and
require a strategy dependent more on long-range precision strike.
That is correct. This is the primary mission of the B—1 bomber. It
is being plussed up in terms of offensive capability, so that cannot
be a consideration.

In terms of the strategic portion of this, I do not understand it.
In terms of the cost-benefit, I really do not understand it. The Kan-
sas Air National Guard has made a historic mission-capable rate
of an average 15 percent higher than an active duty at 25 percent
less cost per flying hour. They do it better than any other outfit in
the United States from a cost-benefit standpoint, and that is not
all.

We have a General Accounting Office (GAO) report—if I can sep-
arate it from the other reports—which is approximately 1 year old,
and basically says that we made a good decision in turning over
the B-1 to the Reserve and the Guard. It discusses the exercises
in Kosovo and Operation Desert Fox, which proved the value of the
B-1 as a solid long-range performer and validated the CINC’s op-
tion to provide combat punch without the arduous basing problems
that other short wing, short-range weapons endure. That is a GAO
report.
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I have a Congressional Research Service (CRS) report saying the
same thing. General Shelton just said we have aging aircraft—do
not come around with that damn note [Laughter.]|—

—under the B-52, the B-1, and the B-2, and we compare very
favorably, if not more favorably, to the B-52 and the B-2. Let me
quote Gen. John Michael Loh at a Pentagon press briefing. I will
just sum it up.

Throughout this test, we have proved the B-1 can pack up, go
anywhere in the world, and put bombs on target at the combat
readiness rates we need and expect. It is, and remains, the back-
bone of our bomber fleet.

In response to our letter, you indicated that McConnell Air Force
Base loses all nine B-1s—no, you did not indicate that; that was
your original statement—and opens up 832 manpower authoriza-
tions. I think there is 1,300, but if you say there is 832, that is bet-
ter.

Then, the day after we raised a fuss and said that we lose all
nine B-1s, we were going to find new missions. These people have
15 to 20 years of experience. They have flown in every aircraft
imaginable. I do not know what kind of a new mission they are
going to find in Wichita. I am for that. God, don’t take that away.

We want some answers. We want some answers on the strategic
side and on the cost-benefit side. Mr. Secretary, if this is the way
we are going to be consulted with in regards to transformation—
I thought we were going to have a situation where we got well
first, then consult with Congress for transformation, and then go
to the QDR. I think on a bipartisan basis, everybody here would
support that. This is not the way that this should happen.

Now, I am way over time. If you would like to say something I
would like to invite your comments.

Secretary RUMSFELD. Well, Senator, I would begin with a very
sincere apology to you and Senator Cleland. There is no question
that it was not handled well. The Air Force made this rec-
ommendation and it was executed. Unfortunately, the Secretary of
the Air Force was out of the country, and the handling of it was
not well done. I apologize for it, and I do not know what else I can
say.

With respect to the details and specific questions you have
raised, we will certainly take the time and sit down and get the
specific answers and look at it in the context that you requested.

Your general comment about how the weapons systems were
going to be handled is exactly correct. It is exactly what I said
when I was last before this committee. It is exactly how it has hap-
pened, and the normal order of things is that these issues are being
addressed in the Quadrennial Defense Review. They will be ad-
dressed in an orderly way, in context with each other.

Finally, with respect to how it is possible to consult, what I sup-
pose we could do—I have not really thought it through as to ex-
actly how we can consult with the House and the Senate Armed
Services Committees and the Appropriations Committees who have
the particular interest in these subjects. But there is no reason at
all that we cannot find periodic break points in the QDR process
and offer opportunities for Senators and Members of the House to
become aware of how the progression is going.
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At some point somebody is going to make a recommendation on
all of these weapons systems that are coming down the road, and
at the point that a recommendation is made, one would hope that
they would be looked at together, as you properly suggest is the de-
sirable way to do it.

Ultimately, a decision will get made, and someone is going to like
it, and someone is not going to like it. All I can do is express the
hope that when those decisions are made, we will have looked at
them in a manner that is satisfactory to the Members in terms of
the quality of the process, and that we will have made, particularly
members of this committee and the House committee, knowledge-
able about how that decision is evolving and what the arguments
are so people are not blindsided badly, the way you and Senator
Cleland have been. Again, I apologize.

Senator ROBERTS. I appreciate that. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Roberts.

Senator Cleland.

Senator CLELAND. Mr. Secretary, I am here to say that the emo-
tion, the feeling, the rage expressed by my dear friend from Kansas
is bipartisan, deep, and profound. This decision on the B—1 bomber
and the way it was handled looks to me like a mackerel in the
moonlight. It both shines and stinks at the same time. After all,
it was the Reagan-Bush administration that cranked up production
of the B—1 bomber in the first place, and after the Cold War was
over, the country no longer relied on the triad of missiles, sub-
marines, and bombers to retaliate in the case of nuclear attack.

Then President Bush, Secretary of Defense Cheney, and Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Powell found a new role for the
B-1. It is as the Senator from Kansas suggested. It would no
longer be massed in the center of the country to protect it from
enemy attack and preserve precious minutes in response time for
take-off under a nuclear strike scenario. It would be dispersed and
given a conventional role of supporting forces deployed around the
globe. It would be dispersed west to Kansas and Idaho for quick re-
sponse to Pacific and Asian theaters. It would be deployed east to
Warner Robins Air Force Base in Georgia for quick response to ac-
tion in Europe, the Middle East, and the Balkans.

Its dispersion meant a quicker response to a changing global en-
vironment, and a reduced chance of a terrorist or sabotage attack
to knock out the force centered in one or two sites. Although the
B-1 bomber saw limited action in both Desert Storm and the Bal-
kan War, it still serves as the Nation’s only supersonic bomber ca-
pable of conventional and unconventional missions.

Additionally, the decision by the Bush administration committed
the Air Force to build up extensive infrastructure to support the B—
1 bomber in its new dispersion plan. This was offset, in one way,
by letting the Air Guard maintain and operate the bombers in two
States: Kansas and Georgia. This became a very effective means of
accomplishing the B—1 bomber task.

The two most cost-effective B—1 bomber wings in the world are
the two run by the Air Guards of Kansas and Georgia. As a matter
of fact, the GAO report the distinguished Senator from Kansas re-
ferred to in 1998 says whether the Air Force chooses among our op-
tions or develops options of its own, we believe millions of dollars
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could be saved without reducing mission capability by placing more
B-1s in the Reserve component. Therefore, we recommend that the
Secretary of Defense direct the Secretary of the Air Force to pre-
pare a plan to place more B-1s in the Reserve component and seek
congressional support for the plan.

As the Senator from Kansas states, the National Guard B-1s
have a mission-capable rate higher than that of the active duty Air
Force. The Air National Guard B-1 units have a lower flying hour
cost than the active duty Air Force B—1s. At Warner Robins in par-
ticular, $100 million was committed over a period of 10 years to
bed down a B-1 bomber wing. Some $70 million has already been
spent in that effort. Recently, a $40 million brand-new hangar was
completed. Ironically, the two newest facilities for the B—1 bomber
and the two most cost-effective facilities for operating a B—1 bomb-
er wing are the very ones you want to shut down.

I think this puts us back in the Cold War mode, puts us back
where we were before President Bush, Dick Cheney, and Colin
Powell made the decision to embark on the policy we have lived
with for a decade.

Now, walking away from $100 million in brand-new infrastruc-
ture and cost-effective operations does not seem to be a formula for
saving money. I would like to know, and I would like for you to ex-
plain to this panel, why did you go against the GAO recommenda-
tion, and why did you make this decision?

Secretary RUMSFELD. Senator, the decision was made by the Air
Force, and the logic of it is that they wanted to go from 93 B-1
bombers down to 60 B—1 bombers and change the basing mode
from five down to two to save funds. They wanted us to use those
savings to upgrade the remaining B—1 bombers.

It is an interesting footnote in history, I was the Secretary of De-
fense in 1976 who first approved the B—1 bomber. It was later can-
celed by the Carter administration, as I recall, and then reinitiated
in the Reagan period.

Senator CLELAND. I will ask the GAO to take a new, independent
look at this decision, to give this Senator and this committee an ob-
jective analysis of where we are with the B—1 bomber program and
the suggestions as to where we should go. Any decision regarding
the B—1 bomber program should strengthen the security of the Na-
tion, not weaken it, and I will be going to Warner Robins tomorrow
to see for myself what the facts are.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Cleland. Senator Warner
is yielding very graciously.

Senator Reed.

Senator REED. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I would like
to first add my commendation to General Shelton for his great
service to the Nation.

General SHELTON. Thank you, Senator.

Senator REED. One would expect nothing less from a former Bri-
gade Commander in the 82nd Airborne Division.

General SHELTON. Thank you, Senator.

Senator REED. If I may, Mr. Secretary, let me follow up with a
line of questioning about national missile defense that Senator
Levin began.
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My understanding of your response is that as we look forward in
this budget cycle, the Ballistic Missile Defense Office will be in-
volved in intensive, aggressive research activities. If those activities
present opportunities, those opportunities will be exploited even if
they violate the ABM Treaty.

Secretary RUMSFELD. Let me clarify that. The President has said
that he does not want to simply give notice under the treaty, which
is permitted, a 6-month notice, and then go on his way, apart from
Russia. He has said he would much prefer, and told President
Putin this, that he would much prefer to work with the Russians
and see if they cannot come to some understanding of a new frame-
work with respect to the relationship that goes beyond missile de-
fense; one that includes reductions in strategic offensive forces and
looks at proliferation and counterproliferation. That is his hope.
That is his intention.

He has also said that he intends to have a ballistic missile de-
fense capability for this country and for our deployed forces over-
seas, and to the extent friends and allies want to participate, fine.

The treaty is inconsistent with his goal of having the ability to
protect population centers and deployed forces. Therefore, he has
said he wants to set it aside, or get beyond it, and establish some
other framework. That process is underway. It was started, as I
said, with the President’s meeting with Mr. Putin. The two of them
have agreed that the Ministers of Foreign Affairs and of Defense
will meet. We are supposed to begin that process of discussions at
some point in the period immediately ahead.

The President has also said that he does not intend to give a veto
to Russia over whether or not the United States has the capability
of defending its populations from ballistic missiles, so I think the
way to think of it is that the R&D program is going forward. There
is a compliance, the law exists, the treaty exists, and the President
does not intend to violate the treaty. The President intends to set
a process in motion to discuss with the Russians how we get be-
yond it.

Now, clearly, if they are unwilling to do anything to get beyond
it, the President has indicated that therefore he would very likely
give notice to the Russians and allow the 6-month period and go
ahead and do the research and development that is inhibited by
the current treaty. But that is not his intention, that is not his
hope, and I must add, it is not his expectation.

Senator REED. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. Let me turn to a more
specific issue with respect to this area of national missile defense.
There was a story today in the Wall Street Journal that a contract
has been prepared for the construction of an interceptor site near
Fort Greely, Alaska. Has this contract in fact been prepared, and
are you entering into discussions with a contractor to construct a
facility at Fort Greely?

Secretary RUMSFELD. I saw the article and I asked about that.
My understanding of that situation is that there is a contract that
is in the process of being prepared. It does involve Alaska. It in-
volves site preparation, and to my knowledge, it would not violate
the treaty—correction, it would not constitute an act that would be
beyond the permitted acts under the treaty, I am advised.
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Senator REED. This approach sounds similar to an option that
General Kadish briefed to the committee earlier this month, to
have up to 10 test missiles available for operational deployment
using an upgraded existing radar on Shemya Island in Alaska.
Does this budget contain funds to upgrade that radar or to build
the interceptor silos in Alaska, beyond the issue of the contract
preparations?

Secretary RUMSFELD. As I indicated to Senator Levin, General
Kadish, which was perfectly proper, briefed the committee on his
thinking prior to the time that he had firmed up his research and
development plans. Those plans have not been firmed up as of this
moment, nor have I been briefed on them.

You are exactly right. In his set of options, one of them involves
the possibility of upgrading an existing radar in Alaska and put-
ting some number of interceptors in silos in Alaska. To go back to
Senator Levin’s question, I am told by the lawyers that there is a
debate among the lawyers as to whether, if you actually did those
things, as opposed to just site-clearing, whether or not that would
constitute going beyond what the treaty permits. There are lawyers
on both sides, and apparently, part of the issue involves intent.

If it is intended that it be a test bed, apparently more lawyers
than not believe that would not exceed the treaty. If it is intended
not to be a test bed but possibly a prototype of some sort, then
some more lawyers would switch over and say, “well, maybe that
might be.”

The problem is, I am not inclined to get into that business. I am
not a lawyer. Why does the United States want to put itself in a
position where someone can say, “you violated the treaty,” or “you
did not violate the treaty,” and one lawyer argues with another
lawyer? We want to get into the discussions with the Russians, get
the treaty straightened out, and get a new framework that gets be-
yond that so this country can go forward and do what the President
has indicated he would like to do.

Senator REED. My time has expired. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

Secretary RUMSFELD. Thank you, sir.

Chairman LEVIN. Senator Akaka.

Senator AKAKA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Secretary, I am particularly interested in your request to
raise the threshold for contracts subject to Davis-Bacon wage re-
quirements from $2,000 to $1 million. Your request states this pol-
icy would lead to a savings of $190 million in fiscal year 2002. I
am concerned about the impact that your proposal would have on
local economies and businesses.

The question is, what assurances can you provide to mitigate the
negative impact this would have on Federal workers and local
economies? What steps would the Department take to avoid the
problems experienced by States who have repealed prevailing wage
laws, which include cost overruns and change orders, to correct
mistakes in poor workmanship?

Secretary RUMSFELD. Senator, I would like to ask Dr. Zakheim,
who has been working on this specific issue, to respond to your
question. Thank you.

Dr. ZAKHEIM. Senator, the Davis-Bacon Act has been around for
quite some time. At the time it was enacted, $1 million was an
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awful lot for a contract, I believe. We are now talking about con-
tracts much, much larger, and so a $1 million contract today is
really a relatively small contract. That is one point.

Second, the questions you raise are extremely to the point, and
there would certainly be efforts to mitigate the kinds of impacts
you are talking about. But clearly at the present a $2,000 contract
1s not terribly much. Most contracts are well above that, and effec-
tively it means that in no circumstances, barring very, very mini-
mal ones, can the situation take place where one pays non-union
wages to non-union workers.

We are trying our best to find a variety of management reforms.
We know $190 million is a significant amount, and at the same
time, we take your concerns under advisement. There are people
looking at those.

Senator AKAKA. General Shelton, I agree with your goals for sus-
taining a quality force. I believe we need to address the quality of
life for our service members and their families to increase pay, im-
prove housing, reduce out-of-pocket expenses, and improve health
care for our military retirees. I share your concerns regarding the
deteriorating infrastructure and its impact on readiness and the
quality of life for service members and their families. I support
your efforts to address this situation.

Given your identification of modernization as your biggest prior-
ity, my question to you is, do you believe that the fiscal year 2002
budget adequately addresses this issue?

General SHELTON. Thank you, Senator, and thank you for your
support on those very key issues for all men and women in uni-
form. I believe that the fiscal year 2002 budget is a very prudent
interim budget. It puts people first. It makes sure that we have
fully funded our current readiness, which is very important. As I
have said so many times before, when our Armed Forces are need-
ed, we do not have time to ask, “Are you ready?” It is normally
time to go.

The modernization and the recapitalization, as I indicated, are
still an issue. However, the QDR process right now is addressing
where we go in terms of capitalizing, modernizing, and transform-
ing. Out of that process now we should come out with a blueprint,
a road map for the way ahead, and see where we are going to need
the significant plus-ups in the modernization and in the trans-
formation accounts.

As indicated earlier by one of your distinguished colleagues, the
estimates on how much that would be are still to be determined.
I think out of the QDR we should have a better figure for what
that total amount is going to be, where it should be applied. The
estimates, of course, have ranged from $50 to $100 billion. It is a
wide range. I think the QDR will help us to start focusing that ef-
fort and have it ready to go in the 2003 budget.

Senator AKAKA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Senator Akaka.

Senator Carnahan.

Senator CARNAHAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. First of all, I
would like to note that General Shelton will be retiring in Septem-
ber. I would like to express my gratitude for the patriotism that
you have shown, and for all you have done in the interest of peace
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around the world. Certainly, the American people owe you a great
debt of gratitude, and I thank you very much for that.

General SHELTON. Thank you very much, Senator. It has been
my honor.

At this point, I would like to offer my statement for the record.

[The prepared statement of Senator Carnahan follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY SENATOR JEAN CARNAHAN

Thank you Mr. Chairman. I wish to welcome Secretary Rumsfeld, General
Shelton, and Dr. Zakheim. I am very pleased that this committee will begin consid-
ering 2002 Defense Authorization and engage our Pentagon leadership in a sub-
stantive dialogue about the defense budget.

I am dedicated to providing a strong national defense and intend to do what is
n}(:cessaf(}i/ to ensure we have the best equipped and best prepared fighting force in
the world.

To begin with, we need to develop a suitable framework for responding to emerg-
ing threats around the globe. We need to develop a force structure that shifts our
current focus on Cold War areas of concern to 21st century dangers emanating from
Central and East Asia. In addition, we must be prepared to confront assymetric
threats from rogue nations and terrorist organizations. To meet the challenges of
the future, we need to expand our capabilities in cyber-warfare, rapid reaction tac-
tics, and early warning intelligence. Achieving these goals will require sizable in-
vestments in several areas, including airlift assets, research and development of
new technologies, and expansion of our modern long range bomber fleet.

But above all else, it is essential that we take care of the most important re-
sources in our arsenal—our men and women in uniform. This year, I hope that the
Department of Defense takes special care to ensure that the 2002 defense budget
addresses critical shortfalls in personnel’s quality of life—this means long overdue
investments in housing units, health care facilities, and education benefits that are
so crucial to the retention of our service men and women and their families.

It will be a difficult task to meet our pressing needs within the confines of the
Budget Resolution, but I have great confidence in the leadership of Senators Levin
and Warner and look forward to working closely with them as well as with Sec-
retary Rumsfeld and the Pentagon leadership.

Senator CARNAHAN. I would like to now address a question to
General Shelton. In your remarks you emphasize key advance-
ments in our military health care system. I agree with your state-
ment that our commitment to health care must extend to personnel
and families of retirees. I supported last year’s initiative and hope
we can continue developing these programs.

In addition, I hope that this committee, as well as the Pentagon,
will evaluate our commitment to this component of our Armed
Services. Indeed, we have increasingly come to depend on our Re-
serve components in almost every major deployment abroad. As a
result of the post-Cold War downsizing, we have now maintained
fewer active forces in our military, while we continue to expand our
commitments around the world. Would you describe the expansion
of our Reserve component’s role in the total force since the Gulf
War ended in 1991?

General SHELTON. Senator, our use of our Reserve components,
and I might say great Reserve components, because they do yeo-
man’s work day-in and day-out around the world, both the National
Guard as well as the Reserve Forces, has become quite extensive.
In fact, I was just in the Balkans this last month, and every time
I go I am reminded, whether it is in Operation Southern Watch at
Prince Sultan Air Base, or Northern Watch at Incirlik Air Base,
wherever I go, the Reserve components are a key part of the force.

I want to say that roughly a third of those at any given point
in the Balkans come out of the Reserve components, and so we
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have been demanding a lot of them. In some cases, in our civil af-
fairs, the percentage of our force that is actually in the Reserve
components, which we use civil affairs an awful lot, is 96 percent.
In psychological operations it’s about 67 percent, and so we are
forced to go to the Reserves a lot, given the types of operations,
particularly the long-term commitments that we have, like in Bos-
nia, Kosovo, and the Sinai, to a great degree. That has been a con-
cern.

I have discussed that with the Chiefs of our Reserves, and the
National Guard. They have some concerns about it, although they
do not think that we are in a crisis yet. But certainly as a part of
the Quadrennial Defense Review that has got to be something that
we do address and plan to address as a part of the look at the total
force, and whether or not we have the mix right in the Guard and
the Reserve.

Senator CARNAHAN. Does the Department of Defense plan to ad-
dress health care and other benefits for reservists in recognition of
their increased contribution to the defense of our Nation?

General SHELTON. Senator, I will have to take a look at that. I
do not recall specifically if that was a part of our terms of reference
for the QDR or not, but we will look at that and get back to you.

[The information referred to follows:]

The Quadrennial Defense Review process addresses health care and other benefits
and was released by the Office of the Secretary of Defense September 2001.

On health care, I want to once again thank the members of this
committee for the great support given to our men and women in
uniform, as well as our retirees. You made it happen, and it is re-
flected in everything that I see now in terms of morale, attitude,
and recognition and appreciation of their great efforts.

There 1s still a concern, as we look at health care, that it is an
entitlement that competes with ammunition, planes, and ships. We
need to try to figure out a way to get that out of the O&M account
and into a category of funding that recognizes it for what it is: a
must-pay that we pay up front and do not put in the same category
with precision munitions.

Senator CARNAHAN. One other question. In your last appearance
before this committee, you and the secretary emphasized emerging
threats posed by chemical, biological, and nuclear weapons around
the globe.

I believe, as you do, that these threats remain imminent. Even
as we plan a long-term strategy for dealing with weapons of mass
destruction, it is essential that our troops remain sufficiently pro-
tected from chemical/biological agents. I hope that the fiscal year
2002 defense budget will sufficiently equip our troops with ade-
quate protection to deploy in a contaminated environment. Has the
Pentagon sought to modernize its defense against chemical and bio-
logical agents in the short-term?

General SHELTON. Senator, the answer is yes. In the short-term,
and certainly as part of our long-term analysis and strategy, that
is a growing threat which we know we have to deal with. We have
programs and plans in place to do exactly that.

We have made some, I think, relatively quantum leaps in the
area of detection, such as our ability to determine what type of
agent it is at greater distances than when you are actually exposed
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to it. But that is an area we need to continue to press, because ob-
viously it is one of those asymmetrical threats that we have to be
very concerned about, and that will be reflected in the priorities of
our programs.

Senator CARNAHAN. You have also testified before this committee
to illustrate the fact that chemical and biological agents pose a
more imminent threat than most other types of weapons of mass
destruction (WMD) attacks. Do you anticipate substantial increases
in long-term investments in chemical/biological defenses equivalent
to other investments in WMD defense?

General SHELTON. I will respond for the record for that, because
I need to go back and look at it in terms of the nature of your ques-
tion. Certainly, those are programs that we have to have funded.
They are very important programs. In terms of the percentage of
increase relative to the others, I will have to go back and check the
figures on that, and I will respond to you in writing.

[The information referred to follows:]

Our troops are equipped with the most modern defense equipment capable of pro-
viding more than adequate protection against traditional chemical and biological
warfare agent attacks. The President’s budget will provide improved chemical point
and standoff detection capabilities, and continue research to improve protective en-
sembles and masks, medical, chemical, and biological countermeasures, and decon-
tamination technologies. Always cognizant of emerging chemical and biological war-
fare threats, we continue to modernize and upgrade our equipment to maintain the
highest standards of protection and to meet the challenge of future military oper-
ations. The DOD Chemical and Biological Defense Program is committed to main-
taining the proper balance between the fielding of state-of-the-art equipment and
continued investments in science and technology programs. The ongoing QDR is as-
sessing our future requirements for countering nuclear, biological, and chemical
weapons and means of delivery to include passive defense capabilities, both for mili-
tary operations overseas and in support of civil authorities.

Senator CARNAHAN. Thank you very much.

General SHELTON. Thank you.

Chairman LEVIN. Senator Bill Nelson. According to the list that
I have, Senator Bill Nelson is ahead of Senator Ben Nelson.

Senator BEN NELSON. Just on this. [Laughter.]

Senator BILL NELSON. I will hold my tongue.

It is kind of interesting; two Nelsons, both freshmen, both Demo-
crats, both former insurance commissioners. He likes to think he
is from the State with the football team, but I reminded him that
Florida has six professional football teams. [Laughter.]

Chairman LEVIN. I think we are not going to go there.

Senator BILL NELSON. Not only in the NFL, but also the Gators,
the Seminoles, and the Hurricanes.

Mr. Secretary, I said to you a couple of days ago that you have
a tough job. I think you are doing a good job, notwithstanding the
anger of Senators Roberts and Cleland, which is quite understand-
able. I think you are trying to get your arms around a behemoth
and bring some rationality to it, and redirect our force structure to
meet the challenges for the future. I want to commend you for that,
as I said a few days ago.

I would like to discuss what we explored the other day, but with
a slightly different angle. I notice that Senator Stevens has in-
serted this in the supplemental appropriation which we will be vot-
ing on probably tomorrow: “notwithstanding any other provision of
law, the Secretary of Defense may retain all or a portion of Fort
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Greely, Alaska, as the Secretary deems necessary, to meet military
operational, logistics, and personnel support requirements for mis-
sile defense.”

My question is, picking up on what we had discussed the other
day, how can you start to deploy something that has not been de-
veloped? You and I discussed that we want to continue robust
R&D, and then you go about testing, but you cannot deploy some-
thing that is not developed.

There are certain lead times that you need, obviously, in prepa-
ration of ground and so forth, but then you get to a point that you
have to start building silos. I would like your comment in light of
the fact that it is a generally accepted principle in the Nation’s de-
fense that you cannot deploy something that is not developed.

Secretary RUMSFELD. Yes, sir. First let me say that I am not fa-
miliar with the language that you mentioned that may be in the
supplemental. I can comment on the remainder of your question.

To test something, you frequently need to do something in the
ground, and the single missile defense activity that was the fur-
thest along was the one that the Clinton administration had
planned to go forward with in Alaska. That concept was to have a
radar and have some interceptors in the ground, in silos, in Alaska.
That particular model was the one they were working on, to the
exclusion of things that might, at some point, lead to a breach with
respect to the treaty.

You are correct that lead times become quite important. Appar-
ently, in that part of Alaska there are 2 or 3 months, at the most,
when you can do any kind of construction. It is not a friendly, hos-
pitable environment for construction. The site preparation and the
shipment of materials has to go up and be there during that brief
period when the weather permits it.

Second, they have to go up there, I think, a year in advance so
that they are there when the actual time when something is per-
mitted.

Senator BILL NELSON. All right. All of that is understandable,
Mr. Secretary, but let’s get on to the question, are the interceptors,
in fact, developed?

Secretary RUMSFELD. The decision to do what you are describing
has not been made. There has not been a decision made to deploy
in Alaska. Indeed, I do not even know if the decision had been
made in the previous administration, although it might have been.
Someone here can correct me on this, but the intention in the pre-
vious administration, or the track they were on, was to, in March
or April, I believe, ship up to Alaska the materials they would need
for the radar and possibly also for some of the interceptor silos.
They would not have done that had they not believed that by the
time they were able to do that the interceptors and the radar
would be available.

The purpose of doing it in the prior administration I cannot
speak to, whether it was a deployment or not. The purpose of doing
what they are doing now is something that General Kadish is cur-
rently considering. That is to say, whether or not it would be a test
bed or a prototype.

Senator BILL NELSON. Let us talk about those interceptors being
developed. The theory, you said, is that they would be developed,
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and therefore be able to be deployed. Do we have any evidence in
any of our R&D and testing now that that kind of interceptor
would, in fact, work?

Secretary RUMSFELD. The purpose of, of course, a test bed would
be to experiment to see to what extent it would work. My recollec-
tion of that particular interceptor is that they do, in fact, have
something that is in track that could be used, although there is
also, as I recall, an intention to upgrade it. Do you recall, General?

General SHELTON. Sir, you have described it exactly right. It is
still being tested. It has worked. However, it still needs additional
testing, additional work, and there are more tests scheduled in the
next few years.

Senator BILL NELSON. Where is it being tested, General?

General SHELTON. It is part of the Ballistic Missile Defense Or-
ganization (BMDO) testing. Specifically where the test sites are we
will have to provide for the record.

Senator BILL NELSON. This is not part of the test on the kinetic
energy, the one that is launched from California or Kwajalein?

General SHELTON. We will provide you an answer for the record,
Senator.

[The information referred to follows:]

In response to your questions about testing, we currently use the range between
Vandenberg Air Force Base (VAFB) in California (for launching targets) and the
Reagan Test Site (RTS) in the Marshall Islands (for launching interceptors) and it
has been useful for developmental testing. However, the range lacks the required
realism for tests of BMDS interceptors and sensors. Flight test restrictions on tra-
jectories, impact areas, and debris in space are among the challenges facing the
former “National Missile Defense” program, now called the Ground-based Midcourse
Defense (GMD) element of the Ballistic Missile Defense System (BMDS).

To increase the operational realism of GMD testing, proposals are being consid-
ered to expand our test infrastructure to include additional test assets and addi-
tional intercept areas. Because this expansion is still being analyzed, MDA has not
yet determined the activities and locations that will be used. The proposals include
making use of early warning radars on the west coast and using both the Kodiak
Launch Complex in Alaska and VAFB to launch targets. The Kodiak Launch Com-

plex may be upgraded to launch single or dual interceptors. Currently RTS can
launch a single interceptor and may be upgraded for dual interceptor launches.

Senator BILL NELSON. Mr. Chairman, you obviously see where I
am going. We have all this discussion and hand wringing about
breaking the ABM Treaty or maybe not breaking it because it is
a test and so forth. But I think it gets back to a basic question of
physics, that you have to develop something before you can deploy
it. This Senator has not seen that we are at that point which ought
to justify Senator Stevens inserting this language in the supple-
mental appropriations bill. Mr. Chairman, I am going to continue
to poke and probe, and General, I would appreciate it if you would
furnish that information to me, not only about this specific test
thzﬂ; might be applicable to a site in Alaska, but all other tests as
well.

Secretary RUMSFELD. Senator, just very briefly, I think you made
the comment that you are concerned about deployment. There is
not a plan to deploy ballistic missile defense at the present time,
and so I do not know quite where you are going with respect to
that; there will have to be testing done, there is testing being done,
and there will prospectively, depending on which of the R&D pro-
grams involved. But there has not been a decision made to deploy



219

for the purposes of putting in place a system under the theory that
it is developed and ready to go.

Senator BILL NELSON. Mr. Secretary, when I start reading lan-
guage like this, that I am going to vote on tomorrow, I start getting
concerned. If we are not going down the road in somebody’s mind
in your shop about deployment, and if it is only testing, why is it
being considered in that location for the testing?

Secretary RUMSFELD. That is the location it has been considered
for from the very beginning of that particular R&D project that
began back in the prior administration.

Senator BILL NELSON. My response to that would be, why there?
Why not continue the testing at the present location?

Secretary RUMSFELD. The reason there is because of the decision
that was made with respect to where a potential threat from North
Korea might be.

Senator BILL NELSON. That starts to sound like deployment to
me.

Secretary RUMSFELD. Well, all I can say is what I have said. Nei-
ther General Kadish, nor I, nor anyone I know in the Pentagon
thinks they know enough at this time to deploy. I will say that the
technology has been tested and in some instances proven very ef-
fective. The Arrow system that the Israelis have been working on
suggests that the physics are workable, and that they are able to
do the things that the Ballistic Missile Defense Office has been
working on and believes is possible.

Senator BILL NELSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I look forward
to continuing this.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, and thank you for pressing these
points. They are very significant ones.

Senator Ben Nelson.

Senator BEN NELSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. First, I want
to thank and congratulate General Shelton on a job well done. I ap-
preciate all your courtesies and the opportunities we have had to
get together and your support for our national defense. You are cer-
tainly to be thanked and congratulated.

General SHELTON. Thank you very much, Senator Nelson.

Senator BEN NELSON. Mr. Secretary, I have not seen my col-
league from Kansas so angry since Nebraska beat Kansas State in
football. Nevertheless, I would like to continue the discussion that
my colleague from Florida has raised about the difference between
development and deployment.

Obviously, there 1s some difference, or at least I hope there is
some difference. Is there a bright line between development and
deployment? At what point will a decision be made on deployment,
away from development? Will we be surprised, as the trimming of
the B-1 bombers surprised us? Is this something that is going to
happen incrementally, or will it happen suddenly?

I think that gets to the heart of what my colleague is trying to
probe and explore here, and I feel the same way. I do not want to
suddenly realize that I voted on something in an appropriations bill
that constitutes deployment and not be aware that that is the deci-
sion that I made.

Secretary RUMSFELD. Senator, I just cannot imagine something
happening suddenly in government.
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Senator BEN NELSON. I would agree with you on that.

Secretary RUMSFELD. The situation is that the members of the
committee can get briefed on the progress in the ballistic missile
defense activities any time they want. They have been briefed on
a regular basis, as interested. It is impossible to know how any
R&D program is going to evolve at any given time. You cannot
know it in pharmaceutical research and you cannot know it in bal-
listic missile defense research. That is why you do the research, be-
cause you do not know exactly how it is going to evolve.

Within the Department of Defense there are technical meanings
for the words, and there are definitions of what each stage of a
process is supposed to mean. The problem with them is that—I am
trying to think of a case that could concern you. Let me see if I
can fashion one.

General Shelton can tell you one from the Gulf War, where a
project, an activity that was purely in the development stage, was
in R&D and it was being tested but it had not been fully developed
and it was not ready to go. It had not been deployed, and suddenly
we were in a conflict. Because we had this testing capability, it was
heaved into the war and used very effectively.

General SHELTON. A couple come to mind, including the Patriot
missile system, which still had testing ongoing, and actually im-
proved the capabilities while we were in the 6-month pre-deploy-
ment phase, or pre-Desert Storm phase. Another was the Joint
Surveillance and Target Attack Radar System (JSTARS) which was
still being tested and developed, and proved to be very effective.

Secretary RUMSFELD. The reason I mentioned that is because I
wouldn’t want someone to come back to me and say, “goodness,
back in June of 2001 you said we would not be surprised,” because
it is conceivable that something like that could happen. A system
that was under development could be heaved into a conflict because
the need was there, and the value was there. It might or might not
work, because it had not been fully developed.

I do not want to get nailed down too tight on it, but certainly
anything that anyone could conceive of that would be considered
deployment would be something that would be rather well under-
stood by this committee and by us.

Senator BEN NELSON. So there will most likely be a difference
between deployment and a decision to deploy, and we will know the
difference?

Secretary RUMSFELD. Absent some unusual event like this.

Senator BEN NELSON. Absent a conflict?

Secretary RUMSFELD. Yes, sir.

Senator BEN NELSON. The missile defense system probably would
not fit into the same—except for theater-type weapons, although
that line blurred on us recently as well. But generally, what you
are saying is, we will not end up being surprised that we made a
decision to deploy in a budgetary context that we did not have the
opportunity to visit with you about.

Secretary RUMSFELD. That is for sure.

Senator BILL NELSON. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask consent
that I be allowed to proceed for 1 additional minute.

Chairman LEVIN. No objection.
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Senator BILL NELSON. JSTARS was developed in my home town
of Melbourne, Florida. It continues to be located there. This Sen-
ator and a Member of the House helped get the initial appropria-
tions for JSTARS. It indeed was one of the stars of the Gulf War,
and it deployed to the Gulf War from my home town with a group
of civilians.

But that is not an equal comparison to what Senator Nelson was
speaking about. In that case, we were in the midst of a conflict. In
this case, we are talking about a whole new system of strategic im-
portance that involves applicable treaties, and I think that we need
to make that distinction, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you.

Secretary RUMSFELD. I quite agree. I was not suggesting it was
on all fours with that.

As General Shelton just reminded me, Alaska was supposed to
be the first deployment site by the Clinton administration because
of the North Korea issue. That construction had to start this year
in March, the shipments had to start this year in March to meet
the, he thinks, 2005 date for actual effectiveness and deployment,
because of short construction periods.

Chairman LEVIN. Senator Warner.

Senator WARNER. Thank you. Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you
again for accommodating our side in the course of the afternoon
here, and I appreciate your courtesies.

I would just say to our two new members who are preparing to
depart, I can assure you that we will not, as a Nation, get to the
point of deploying anything before such time as our President has
resolved one way or another these treaty issues with Russia. So
sleep well, and we are going to be all right. But I also say, if some-
one were to have an accidental firing or a rogue firing of a missile,
I do not know who might be President, but I hope he would bring
together everything we have to stop and blunt the next one that
might come this way. We have a good system of government, and
it will respond well in time of need.

Gentlemen, I am going to go to some broad questions here which
we would normally reserve for the posture hearing. It is a great
credit to you, Mr. Secretary, to General Shelton, and to Dr.
Zakheim, that three-quarters of the members of this committee at-
tended this hearing today. It is a day when we have some of the
most intense activity going on on the Senate floor including party
caucuses.

I want to go back, Mr. Secretary, to the years when I was privi-
leged to be chairman, and we were endeavoring in a bipartisan way
to try and address readiness in particular. We turned to the service
chiefs, and they came before this committee, as General Shelton
well knows, for two successive fiscal years and told us of their pro-
fessional opinion. That is clearly established by this committee as
a duty owing to the committee and, indeed, to Congress at the time
they are confirmed. Each service chief, as part of the record, ren-
dered a professional opinion that we, the United States, should be
spending greater sums on our defense. Largely at the initiative of
this committee, joined by the balance of Congress, we were able the
last 2 fiscal years to begin to turn around the declining defense
budgets.



222

General Shelton, I want to pay a special tribute to you, because
you led that effort in many respects, and the other Chiefs joined
in that effort. I happen to know, Mr. Secretary, that you strenu-
ously tried to get dollars for the 2001-2002 budget in excess of
what has been announced by our President. Because you value the
consultation and confidence of sharing your views with your Presi-
dent, I will not ask you to comment on that. But I know as a fact,
and this record should reflect it, that you worked arduously with
the Office of Management and Budget to get a higher figure for
2001 and 2002.

But we are where we are. We are going to have to do our best,
but I am going to recommend to our chairman, he will probably do
it on his own initiative, that in due course we have the service
chiefs up to address what Senator Lieberman said. It was his judg-
ment. This is a bipartisan thing, not partisan in any way. We are
still short, and we will ask the chiefs for the marginal differences
between what appears to be coming along in 2001 and what they
need. In 2002 there is some certainty as to how these Budget Com-
mittees are going to deal with the 18-and-a-fraction billion.

I am optimistic, but until such time as that gavel falls in those
committees and the Senate acts, there is going to be some doubt.
General Shelton, my record shows that last year the military serv-
ices indicated that they wanted a $48 to $58 billion funding in-
crease per year over the Future Years Defense Program (FYDP) as
it existed then, if the Department is to restore readiness and mod-
ernize for the future.

I think we have to recognize that readiness is a crisis across the
board in our military, and I do not use that word ill-advisedly. You
cannot comment, nor should you, on higher figures that you have
requested, but clearly if the Chiefs were correct last year, and I
will pass this question momentarily to the General, there is a
shortfall. How is that going to impact on your prime responsibility
to deploy our troops when necessary?

I know there is some expectation that we are going to reduce the
level of deployments, but I think you should address what clearly
is a shortfall in the 2001 and 2002 budgets, and how that is going
to impact your ability as advisor to the President of the United
States with regard to our deployments and other things of high pri-
ority to our military.

Secretary RUMSFELD. Senator Warner, first let me say that the
military leadership has been deeply involved in the budget prepa-
ration and where we are, not in the total amount, that is for the
President and the Office of Management Budget. But certainly
with respect to the allocation, I would say that readiness did get
a priority, people did get a priority, and where the balancing came
out somewhat shorter was with respect to procurement and invest-
ing for the future.

Second, I know that the Chiefs will speak their mind, and I want
them to. I would say this, however: the readiness issue has to be
disaggregated. There is readiness with respect to various types of
training. There is readiness with respect to the facilities, and they
get ratings as well. There is readiness for the forces that are on
the leading edge and have to be ready to go, and there is readiness
levels for the forces that have just returned from being on the lead-
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ing edge and are in a down period. The other way I think we have
to disaggregate it is this, readiness for what?

If the Third Infantry Division is told by the President and Con-
gress, go to Bosnia, and they are doing a great job, and they are
ready for that, but their other job is to be ready for a major re-
gional conflict, because they are in Bosnia doing what they have
been asked to do and are ready to do, they end up with 28 days
training instead of 29 days training, and therefore their readiness
level drops.

So if you are asking organizations to do several things, and your
readiness standards do not reflect that, they reflect only the one
major assignment, then it leaves an impression, it seems to me,
that is imperfect, and I am asked, and I think it will be done in
the quadrennial review process, that we give consideration to that
issue that I have just raised.

Senator WARNER. Let us turn to modernization, because that im-
pinges on readiness. I recognize that you have been under a batter-
ing ram today on shipbuilding, and I join in that battering for rea-
sons that are clear, but let us recognize that we need to modernize,
and we are, in my judgment, right up at the top level of what we
can obtain by way of military spending in 2001 and 2002.

Where are we going to give in this system? Should we diminish
the size of our end-strength? Should we make a decision that we
are going to have less deployments? Where are we going to develop
the cash that is necessary to go to modernization?

Secretary RUMSFELD. The risks that we, the Chiefs, the Chair-
man, myself, the Under Secretaries and the Secretaries of the serv-
ices considered, in terms of reference for the Quadrennial Defense
Review, were really four. One was the risk about the people. If you
do not invest in the people, the heart, then the total capability of
the U.S. Armed Forces decays.

Senator WARNER. I agree.

Secretary RUMSFELD. That is a risk that tended not to get ele-
vated with the risks of not being able to meet your strategy, for ex-
ample, the operations risks of meeting a war plan. Can you meet
the requirement? Do you have the requirements? Are the require-
ments right? Can you have the capabilities to fulfill those require-
ments so you can fulfill your war plan?

A third risk, which is difficult because it is apples and oranges,
is that you have to get up on the table and balance the question
of modernization. What do you do about your legacy force, your cur-
rent force? How do you keep bringing in additional capabilities as
you are going along, somewhat better, but of a kind, so that the
aircraft age does not get up to the point where the budget is get-
ting destroyed with repair cost and the shipbuilding number does
not go all the way down?

The fourth risk was not taking into account that we are in a pe-
riod of time when technologies are changing. The world is changed,
and we need to not just modernize, but transform. We need to in-
vest sufficiently in research and development, S&T, and new capa-
bilities, new systems in intelligence, and in space capabilities, so
that we have the ability to deal with the kinds of threats we are
likely to face in the period ahead.
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If you take all those risks and try to compare them against each
other and weigh them against each other, it is an enormously dif-
ficult, complex task, and you are right, something has to give. We
need savings out of the Department, and at the present time the
Department is wrapped around its anchor chain. We simply are so
tied up in rules and requirements and stipulations and prohibitions
that it is very difficult to manage. There are not many incentives
to save any money in the Department.

A captain of a base goes out there, and at the end of a quarter
he knows that if he does not spend that money, he is not going to
get it the next year, and so the incentive to save is not there. It
is not intuitive, but that is what is happening. We have to find
ways to fix the financial systems we talked about. The acquisition
system is not working right. It is perfectly possible to save money
in the Department if we could be freed up to do it.

Senator WARNER. I am going to let you a little bit off the hook.
You have just beautifully restated my whole question, and I am not
sure I got clearly the answer where the money is coming from. You
may be able to bring in some savings through incentives and a few
other things, but I am talking about major dollars for shipbuilding,
aircraft, and the transformation of the Army with new equipment.
Those are significant dollars, and somewhere, somehow, your De-
partment, this committee, and the House Armed Services Commit-
tee have to work to solve that problem.

Secretary RUMSFELD. Yes, sir, let me just go directly to it. There
are three ways the money is going to come, and probably it will
take, I am afraid to say, most of them. The first way is through
savings. We have to do a better job, and I believe we can.

A second way is for something to give among those four risks. We
have to make tradeoffs, just like any business does, just like any
family does. We have to look at it and say, how much are we will-
ing to give up today in exchange for investing in the future? Are
we willing to give up on the people in exchange for operational ca-
pabilities? I think not.

Senator WARNER. No.

Secretary RUMSFELD. I think we have to keep the people.

Senator WARNER. I agree that is not on the table.

Secretary RUMSFELD. A third way, the way it normally happens
in our country, let us be honest, is that there is a crisis, a conflict,
a major new threat is suddenly on us: North Korea invades South
Korea. What did we do? We said we could not afford an $18 billion
budget when it was a $15 billion budget. Omar Bradley was asking
for $18 billion, they said they could not afford it, and the next
thing you knew we had a $48 billion budget. We could afford it just
fine because we were in a war.

Unfortunately, there is a natural tendency on the part of people
to not recognize how critically important to prosperity and peace in
this world the United States Armed Forces are. They underpin that
prosperity and that peace. We are down to 3 percent of gross na-
tional product going to defense. If there were a crisis, we would be
right up to 8 or 10 in a minute, and we could afford it just fine.
The key is to invest what we need to invest, and manage it in a
sufficiently sensible cost-effective way so that we do not get in a
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crisis because the deterrent is sufficiently strong and healthy that
we can dissuade people from doing things that upset stability.

Senator WARNER. I thank you, Mr. Secretary.

General Shelton, last year the Chiefs testified that there are $48
to $58 billion additional dollars needed in the FYDP if the Depart-
ment is to restore readiness and modernization for the future. You
recognize there is a shortfall no matter how valiant the Secretary’s
efforts were to get the 2001 budget augmented, and a very signifi-
cant figure, in a way, for 2002. We are still short, are we not?

General SHELTON. Senator Warner, I do not think there is any
question, this is a budget that does put people first. It keeps the
emphasis on the quality of the great force we have and it fully
funds the current readiness for this year, something that we are
concerned about. If we get called upon today we want to be ready
to go, and the budget has $18 billion plus-up in the current readi-
ness account.

Of course, that also takes into consideration the fact that we
have old equipment that is costing more to operate, due to the cost
of fuel and other factors. That eats up a lot, but it ensures that we
do not have to come back for a supplemental in the middle of the
year in 2002, assuming that we do not have some other type of dis-
aster for which we have to use our forces.

The challenge remains, as I said earlier, with recapitalization
and modernization. There again, we have the QDR. It is a chance
to take a look at our force structure, decide where we need to re-
capitalize and where we really need to really put the money in
order to modernize. I do not think there is any question, when you
come out on the other end, that it is going to require additional
funds in the outyears, starting in the 2003 budget and going be-
yond. We have all seen the figures that have come from various
studies.

That is, of course, based on today’s national security strategy. It
is based on today’s force structure, and it is said that basically
somewhere between $30 and $50 billion will be required.

Senator WARNER. So in your judgment, is that over and above
the current FYDP levels?

General SHELTON. Over and above the 2002 FYDP level as we
look out to the future for recapitalization and modernization.

Senator WARNER. So that is $50 billion over the 6-year program?

General SHELTON. Sir, the estimates range from $30 to $50 bil-
lion per year above currently programmed levels. I think when we
come out of the QDR, the Secretary and myself will have a better
feel for what the exact number will be, based on the strategy and
on the force structure to support that strategy.

But I would like to underscore something the Secretary said. We
are a global power. We are the only one in the world, and some-
times that gets to be lonely, but we have worldwide responsibil-
ities. It is the great strength of America, and the men and women
in uniform that are out there daily, carrying out protecting our na-
tional interest, help provide for the peace and prosperity that we
have today. It is quite an investment, 3 cents on the dollar. That
is what our Armed Forces provide for us today.

Ultimately, if we want to continue to enjoy peace and prosperity,
be recognized as a leading power in the world, and provide for the
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peace and stability for the rest of the world, which also helps our
own prosperity, we have to make an investment in that force. That
may mean that 3 cents on the dollar will not be sufficient in order
to modernize this great force we have and keep leading technology
in the hands of the greatest force in the world.

Senator WARNER. I thank the chairman. I thank you very much.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Warner. I want to return
to the subject that I started relative to the ballistic missile defense.

Two of our colleagues here today from Kansas and Georgia ex-
pressed very appropriately their frustration in terms of consulta-
tion and, as far as I am concerned, your response was appropriate
as their feelings.

General Kadish came before us and said that he has completed
his review and that his recommendations had not yet been re-
viewed by you. Nonetheless, his completed review was briefed to
us. In that completed review, he said that all the R&D programs
which he had laid out for the year 2002 in no case bumped up
against the ABM Treaty.

I asked you today, do you disagree with his brief in that regard.
Your answer was, it seems to me that you had not been briefed on
it yet by General Kadish, which is fair enough, if that is accurate.
I do not have any problem with that. If that is the situation, that
is the situation. But you do not have any basis, then, to disagree
with his conclusion, which we, it seems to me, have a right to rely
on at least in terms of the head of the BMDO saying that it is his
conclusion and his review that none of the research and develop-
ment in his plan for the year 2002 would violate the ABM Treaty.
So do you have any basis to disagree with his conclusion?

I am not talking about what it evolves into in future years, if you
use the word evolve. I am talking about 2002 budget dollars that
you are asking us for.

You may want to keep the Russians guessing as to whether or
not you pull out of the ABM Treaty, but we have a greater respon-
sibility than that in terms of our dollars. We just have to know, are
there any dollars in this budget request for research and develop-
ment that violate the ABM Treaty, or any of these projected pro-
grams?

Secretary RUMSFELD. Mr. Chairman, General Kadish is a fine of-
ficer. He was requested to come up and brief, and he did.

Chairman LEVIN. By whom?

Senator WARNER. I think I was responsible.

Secretary RUMSFELD. I do not recall.

Chairman LEVIN. I think you offered him, by the way, and that
is fine.

Secretary RUMSFELD. I am delighted he did, and he knows what
he is talking about, and at the moment he came up here he had
a budget figure in mind, and he briefed a presentation which he
tells me now the budget has been reduced on. I could be wrong on
this.

Chairman LEVIN. There were no budget figures that he briefed
us on, Mr. Secretary.

Secretary RUMSFELD. I did not say he did brief you on budget fig-
ures. I said his program was based on a budget in his thinking that
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he was planning his program on, and that budget, he tells me yes-
terday, has been adjusted.

Chairman LEVIN. Which way?

Secretary RUMSFELD. Down.

Chairman LEVIN. Which means there is even less money than he
presumably thought he had for 2002.

Secretary RUMSFELD. Yes, that is correct.

Chairman LEVIN. There is even less money.

Secretary RUMSFELD. Even less money, exactly.

Now, the next thing I would say is, I would repeat, he is a very
fine officer. He is not a lawyer, and he is not the compliance officer,
so he is not the person, in my personal view, to be advising the
committee as to whether or not he thinks something he is doing
conceivably could end up violating the treaty.

Chairman LEVIN. End up in 2002? This is very important. You
are asking us for budget dollars in 2002.

Secretary RUMSFELD. I understand.

Chairman LEVIN. We have to know, are any of those budget dol-
lars going to violate the treaty? It is a fairly direct question. Are
they, or not?

Secretary RUMSFELD. I have said, not to my knowledge. I am a
conservative person. It is conceivable that there are lawyers—in-
deed, there was one in the room yesterday who has different views
from others, so it is—first of all, a treaty depends on historic prac-
tice, it depends on interpretations, it depends upon debatable legal
concepts, and for me to sit here and tell a committee of the United
States Senate that I, Don Rumsfeld, a nonlawyer, am telling you
that I understand every conceivable thing that an R&D program
could conceivably do, and that I can assure you that no lawyers are
going to tell you that it might be in violation of something, I am
not going to do it.

Chairman LEVIN. You have not been asked to do it.

Secretary RUMSFELD. I will not do it.

Chairman LEVIN. You have not been asked to.

Secretary RUMSFELD. Good, because I cannot.

Chairman LEVIN. By the way, General Kadish did consult with
lawyers. He is not a lawyer.

Secretary RUMSFELD. Of course he did.

Chairman LEVIN. He got legal advice.

Secretary RUMSFELD. Of course he did.

Chairman LEVIN. He gave us his conclusion, not based on legal
advice, but on the advice of his compliance office and his lawyers.

Your words that you just gave us, however, not to your knowl-
edge, are the clearest indication that in your judgment there is
nothing in the 2002 R&D budget for ballistic missile defense, in
your judgment, that violates the ABM Treaty. Do I read you cor-
rectly? Have you reached a judgment or not?

Secretary RUMSFELD. I have. Let me respond, and see if I can do
it in a way that will add clarity to this.

The first thing I would say is that the administration has no
plans to do anything to violate the Treaty. Now, I do not know how
I could be any clearer on that.

Chairman LEVIN. That is fine.
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Secretary RUMSFELD. What the President intends to do is to have
General Kadish proceed with a research and development program.
One or more of the activities may, eventually will, the Good Lord
willing, run up against the treaty and be a violation.

Chairman LEVIN. But not in 2002.

Secretary RUMSFELD. Before that happens, we would be told, and
we would have been in discussions with the Russians, and we fully
intend that we would have fashioned some sort of a framework to
move beyond the treaty.

Now, the reason I am being very careful in what I say is because
I am a conservative person. If you went ahead in Alaska

Chairman LEVIN. Is there money for that in Alaska, in this budg-
et?

Secretary RUMSFELD. The budget has not been finalized because
I have not been briefed on the R&D program under the new num-
bers of dollars.

Chairman LEVIN. It has been submitted to us.

Secretary RUMSFELD. I know, but you are talking about money
for a program. There is money in the 2002 budget amendment for
an R&D program for missile defense. The missile defense program
itself, that General Kadish is working on, has not been finalized be-
cause we just got the number from the budget bureau, the Office
of Management and Budget, and he just got a reduced number. He
will then fashion that specific program and make a recommenda-
tion.

Chairman LEVIN. To you.

Secretary RUMSFELD. To me, exactly.

Chairman LEVIN. Then when will we get it from you?

Secretary RUMSFELD. When I get it.

Chairman LEVIN. How many days? I mean, we are trying to
make up a budget here. This is an important issue.

Secretary RUMSFELD. I can tell you we have no intention of
breaking the treaty, if that is the question.

Now, is it possible someone could say, “oh, if you went into Alas-
ka and shipped the stuff there and cleared the site, and started to
do any kind of an upgrade on that radar that is there,” I, some law-
yer, could say that that is not a test bed, it is a prototype, and
therefore it would be in violation of the treaty. Could that happen?
You bet.

Chairman LEVIN. That a lawyer would say that, but it is not
your judgment?

Look, you have the responsibility as Secretary of Defense. We
have a responsibility as people who authorize expenditures. We
have to make a judgment the best we can. You have to make a
judgment. There is a lot riding on this judgment, a lot riding on
it, and we have to make an assessment, and you need to make an
assessment, frankly. You need to make an assessment.

If it is not your intention that any 2002 money violate the treaty
in any of your R&D programs, your statement to that effect is very
meaningful. We will reach our own judgment.

Secretary RUMSFELD. All right, let me try it this way. The ad-
ministration has no plans to violate the treaty or to break the law
in 2002, 2003, 2010. What we intend to do is to have an R&D pro-
gram, begin discussions with the Russians and establish a frame-
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work to move beyond the treaty, because the treaty inhibits the de-
ployment and testing of ballistic missile defense, and the President
wants to have ballistic missile defense.

Chairman LEVIN. Senator Allard.

Secretary RUMSFELD. Therefore, we do not intend to break it at
any time, break the treaty, break the law.

Chairman LEVIN. You are hoping to amend the treaty so you do
not break it. My question is

Secretary RUMSFELD. Well, wait—no.

Chairman LEVIN. We are going to keep asking.

Secretary RUMSFELD. I see your point. Let me

Chairman LEVIN. We are going to keep asking the question, be-
cause we need an answer, the country needs an answer, the world
needs an answer. Is there any money in the 2002 budget request
which, for R&D programs, missile defense, would, in your judg-
ment, violate the ABM Treaty? I am going to keep asking it. We
need an answer, in your judgment.

Secretary RUMSFELD. Let me try it—let me finish the thought,
and maybe this will answer it.

Violating the treaty means that the treaty still exists. As I un-
derstand the question, and what I have said is that the President
fully intends to work with the Russians and fashion something that
does not allow the constraints of the treaty to inhibit the develop-
ment of missile defense, and if he is not able to, he has indicated
he will give 6 months notice.

I mean, that—and then he would not be breaking the treaty, or
violating the treaty. He would be using the treaty provision that
allows a country to give 6 months notice and step away from the
treaty, and the hope is not to do that. The hope, obviously, is to
fashion an arrangement with the Russians that is something that
is acceptable to move beyond it.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you. Senator Allard.

Senator ALLARD. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much, and I
apologize, I was not here earlier, but a busy schedule dictated my
absence for the first round of questioning. I appreciate the fact that
you are giving me a shot here.

I would like to move to the airborne laser, Mr. Secretary. Accord-
ing to my understanding, the supplemental includes about $153
million for the airborne laser, and there is full funding in the fiscal
year 2002 budget. How high a priority is the airborne laser pro-
gram for you and for the Department in regards to the missile de-
fense program?

Secretary RUMSFELD. I wish these answers were easy. I cannot
characterize how high a priority it is. It is one of 8 or 10 or 12 pro-
grams that General Kadish and the Ballistic Missile Defense Office
has briefed us on a preliminary basis that are part of the things
he would like to move forward on. He is now adjusting that pro-
gram to fit his new budget mark.

It is something that has been underway for sometime. It is some-
thing that, if I am not mistaken, is some way down the road.
Whether or not it is going to be accelerated, it is, I think, some-
thing that is yet to be decided in the Department.

Senator ALLARD. I want to be supportive in your missile defense
efforts, and move in this direction. Overall, the ballistic missile de-
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fense budget will increase about $1 billion compared to last year.
Some missile defense critics will no doubt argue that the increase
is too large, and meeting other shortfalls in the Department, they
will claim, deserves priority over missile defense. Can you tell me
on what basis did you accord missile defense the priority it received
in your budget proposal?

Secretary RUMSFELD. I suppose it is safe to say that if one start-
ed out with one’s first choice, most of the budgets and elements of
the budget would be higher than they are. As in any organization
and any budgeting process, you end up with making judgments and
tradeoffs.

At the present time, that budget is at $8.2 billion total, and that
includes the theater missile defense as well as the national missile
defense, including the airborne laser dollars. It is about 2.0 or 2.5
percent of the total budget. It compares, for example, with some-
thing like $11 billion in the aggregated terrorism number. It is
higher than it was. It does not fund all the things that General
Kadish had hoped to be able to fund, and it funds some of them
on a somewhat slower basis.

Senator ALLARD. Let me ask you this, do you think the threat in
this area is growing greater than other areas of threat?

Secretary RUMSFELD. I think that the threat of a major land con-
flict in Europe is very low. I think the threat of a major strategic
nuclear exchange with Russia is very low.

I think that the problem of proliferation and the advancement of
technologies and the relaxed tension in the world has led to the
availability of weapons of mass destruction and the ability to de-
liver them in a variety of ways. Because it is so difficult to cope
with western armies, navies, and air forces, the nations that have
an interest in dissuading us from doing things, and have an inter-
est in imposing their will on their neighbors, have looked for these
asymmetric threats from terrorism, cruise missiles, ballistic mis-
siles, and I would guess down the road, cyber warfare as well, be-
cause we have vulnerabilities in those areas that are distinctive,
compared to the vulnerabilities we have with respect to typical
warfare.

I would rank all of those as risks. The proliferation of cruise mis-
siles is taking place. I worry a great deal about germ warfare and
what we read in the intelligence reports about what is taking place
in the world. There is no question that the number of nations that
are getting ballistic missiles is growing, and I certainly rank the
]}olaliilstic missile threat up among those asymmetric threats very

igh.

Senator ALLARD. In regard to the ballistic missile defense pro-
gram, maybe General Shelton or maybe somebody else on the panel
would like to answer this question, but the budget structure has
been substantially changed from last year from the one that fo-
cused on specific systems, such as national missile defense, Theater
High-Altitude Area Defense (THAAD), and the Navy theater-wide,
to one that focuses on phases of the ballistic missile during flight
that our forces might intercept. Could you talk a little bit about the
advantages of this restructuring?

Secretary RUMSFELD. Actually, what happened was that General
Kadish and various others have decided that reorganizing how that
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program should go forward led to the kinds of adjustments that
you are talking about, and Dr. Zakheim can comment on it.

Dr. ZAKHEIM. Yes, sir. You are correct, Senator, that the general
focus now is on the phases of flight: the initial phase, mid-course
and terminal. There are several things that were done. Mature sys-
tems have been devolved to the services; the Army PAC-3 the Pa-
triot upgrade; the Navy area-wide, which used to be known as
Navy lower-tier; the international program we have with the Euro-
peans, to which they attach high importance, the medium-range ex-
tended air defense system (MEADS).

On the other hand, systems that were not as mature, and I in-
clude among those the airborne laser, which the Secretary men-
tioned, space-based laser, and space-based infrared system, have
devolved to the management of General Kadish at the Ballistic
Missile Defense Office. If you aggregate what General Kadish is es-
sentially now dealing with in his R&D program, it is slightly over
$7 billion.

You mention THAAD. There is some program visibility for that.
Those are being carried as projects within the overarching struc-
ture that I outlined.

Senator ALLARD. Thank you. I see my time has expired.

Chairman LEVIN. Senator McCain. Thank you.

Senator MCCAIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Secretary, it
has been a long afternoon for you, and I will try not to impose on
your time too much longer.

General Shelton, on September 27, 2000, you said that it is a
real success story to go from $43 billion procurement 3 years ago
to $60 billion in the 2001 budget, a significant achievement led by
Secretary Cohen. Then you go on to say that the simple reality is
that after 3 years of demanding and unanticipated military and hu-
manitarian operations, we know that the $60 billion projected by
the QDR will not be sufficient to sustain the force.

I look at the procurement budget, fiscal year 2001, $62.1 billion,
fiscal year 2002, $61.6 billion, an actual decrease in procurement.
How do you state on September 27 that $60 billion projected will
not be sufficient to sustain the force and then come tell us that
$62.1 and $61.6 are sufficient?

General SHELTON. Senator McCain, what I said was that in the
2002 budget the emphasis, of course, is sustained quality of life
issues for the force. It has funded current readiness. In fact, it
added $18 billion between 2001 and 2002.

Senator McCAIN. I am talking about $60 billion projected for pro-
curement.

General SHELTON. What I also said was, obviously the shortfall,
if there is one in the 2002 budget, the place that it needs most
work is in recapitalization and modernization, which maintains
slightly over the $60 billion that is necessary, but not anywhere
near what will be necessary to recapitalize, modernize, and trans-
form the force for the future.

That is going to have to be the answer—how much more is re-
quired over the $60 billion should be the answer that comes out of
the QDR. What our strategy is going to be, what the force structure
to support that strategy is going to be, and consequently how much
additional money is going to be required to support the moderniza-
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tion and in the numbers of things and types of units that will be
required to support the strategy. It obviously will be a lot more
than $60 billion.

Senator MCCAIN. I will not belabor the point.

Mr. Secretary, I was not here for your opening statement, but I
read it, and I think it is a very powerful and important statement.
I think it lays out our requirements and our needs as strongly as
possible.

Part of your statement is that we could do better with a round
of base closing and adjustments that reduced unneeded facilities
by, for example, 25 percent. We could focus the funds on facilities,
et cetera. Without base closings, achieving the 67-year replacement
rate would require an additional $7 billion annually.

I take that to mean you are proposing a BRAC.

Secretary RUMSFELD. We will be proposing something that people
will call a BRAC. Whether it will fit the previous model or not, I
do not know. We have people working on it right now, talking with
people on the Hill. They will certainly be visiting with the leader-
ship on this committee, with you, and those in the House.

It is not something that I, personally, am delighted to be doing.
It causes a lot of heartburn, pain, concern, anger, apprehension,
fear, but we simply have to manage the money in this Department
better than we are doing. BRAC is only one piece of it. There are
a host of other things that we are prevented from doing that we
need to be freed up to do.

Senator MCCAIN. I agree with you that it is one of many things,
but I would assume that $7 billion a year is a fairly good chunk
of some of the things we need to do.

Secretary RUMSFELD. I do not know this because I have never
been around for a BRAC, but I am told that problem with it is that
the money does not start coming in until the fourth or fifth year.

Senator MCCAIN. Every year you wait, that is another year delay
from the time that it does come in.

Secretary RUMSFELD. Exactly.

Senator MCCAIN. My point is, I do not care whether you call it
BRAC or not, but we have learned from bitter experience it has to
be a deal where there is an up or down vote on the part of Con-
gress.

Secretary RUMSFELD. Yes, sir.

Senator McCAIN. That has to be an integral part. I would also
argue that we have to make sure that it is not politicized. It is the
view of this Member, I do not speak for other Members of the Sen-
ate, that the BRAC closing round concerning McClellan Air Force
Base and Kelly Air Force Base was politicized. There cannot be a
taint of politicization, so we are going to have to tighten up that
language.

I just want to say, Mr. Secretary, I want to support you in that.
I have been fighting for it a long time, and it is absolutely nec-
essary. I have never been able to find any military expert who dis-
agrees with the fact that we need a BRAC. I have not met a single
one, and as we all know, they come in all sizes and shapes.

But the fact is, we also need to look at depot maintenance, be-
cause a lot of depot maintenance today could be contracted out by
civilian and competitive sources. If you feel, as I read in the media,
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that some B-1s need to be taken out of commission, or any other
weapons system in order to modernize the force, and you come and
make that argument here, I want to support you.

The history of this Congress in recent years has been protection
of depots, bases, and weapons systems while, unfortunately, men
and women in the military are living in conditions that in many
cases are unacceptable, and under deployment and operational re-
quirements that have made it extremely difficult for us to recruit
and maintain quality young men and women. I want to help you
in this effort in any possible way that I can.

I would like to add one additional comment, if I could. I do not
believe that you are asking for enough money. I believe it is be-
cause, as you stated in print, there was so much money taken up
in a tax cut that there is not money available. I am sure that you
may have regretted the words, or maybe I misinterpreted them.

Secretary RUMSFELD. I did not say that.

Senator McCAIN. Well, I will get you the quote. It is a pretty
good quote. [Laughter.]

Secretary RUMSFELD. It does not sound like a good one to me.
[Laughter.]

Senator MCCAIN. The fact is, there is not enough money for de-
fense, medicare, and social security, and when you ask, as I have
been told, for $32 billion and get $18 billion, or roughly, as the
media reports, then I think it is very unfortunate. In fact, as long
as I have been around here that has been the custom. It is driven
by budgets rather than requirements, and when there is not money
available, somehow that seems to be the case.

I thank you, Mr. Secretary.

Secretary RUMSFELD. May we just make one comment?

Senator MCCAIN. Would you respond? Yes, I would like to hear
your response.

Secretary RUMSFELD. On the depot issue, Dov Zakheim would
like to comment on that.

Dr. ZAKHEIM. Senator, we do have an initiative specifically on
the depot issue. It is one that essentially says if a depot has back
orders, which means by definition they cannot deal with it now,
and that is by their own definition, because it is a back order, then
we would propose to contract out that work. That results in a sav-
ings of nearly $200 million, which we could then apply to other de-
partmental activities, so that is a step in the direction that you are
talking about, sir.

Senator McCAIN. Did you want to respond?

Secretary RUMSFELD. I would like to say thank you for your offer
of assistance, and we will certainly appreciate that, and it is going
to take a lot of assistance.

Senator MCCAIN. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

Senator WARNER. I want to say with regard to BRAC, that I was
a coauthor with others on these bills. As a matter of fact, I joined
yi)u one year on the BRAC before this politicization issue came
along.

Senator McCain is correct. I think the unanimous view among
the professional military and others is that we have to reduce the
infrastructure. I would hope that legislation will be brought up
here in due course, and I want to support it.
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I would suggest, however, that we not get the depot issue tagged
onto that one. If it is to be addressed, let us address the issues sep-
arately. I have been around long enough to know how trains run
at this station. [Laughter.]

You can catch one and get to where you want to go, but you can’t
load too many cars on it. With all due respect to my friend, if there
is a depot question out there, maybe we ought to address it, but
let us address it separately.

Mr. Secretary, there have been some hearings in the House on
the subject of Vieques. I asked the chairman to withhold hearings
of this committee on that important issue. The fact that we have
not held hearings should in no means indicate that Senator Inhofe,
myself, and a number of others, it is bipartisan here, are not grave-
ly concerned about the need to fully train our men and women of
the Armed Forces for combat activities with live ammunition,
under every circumstance possible that parallels those they would
face in a combat situation.

It is essential for many of our troops deploying to the gulf, be-
cause regrettably, in due course, they are often faced with hostile
fire. Regrettably, they are constantly under a threat situation.

I hope that we can work our way through that. I have not had
a chance to study your responses to the House today, but I will do
so. I do not know whether you wish to have this opportunity to tell
our committee what you feel procedurally we should do to work on
that. I presume it is a steady concentration of looking at alter-
native means to train our troops. On the question of the referen-
dum, I want to be supportive of our President, but at the moment
I think it is uncertain just how that legislation would move or not
move, should it be brought to Congress.

I have a suggestion, one that you do represent today, that you
should press as hard as you can on finding alternative means to
train our men and women of the Armed Forces, particularly those
that are faced with deployments to the gulf region. Perhaps we can
sit down quietly and work out in a bipartisan way some solutions
to this problem. Is that a general summary of where you are on it?

Secretary RUMSFELD. Yes, sir. There is no question that we have
to redouble the efforts to find alternative location, or locations, plu-
ral, so that the men and women who go to the gulf and deploy to
the east have the kind of training they need. We are hard at that
task, and we look forward to working with you on the subject.

Senator WARNER. You say redouble the efforts. I have spent a
good deal of time working on this together with Senator Inhofe,
who certainly has spent an enormous amount of time on this issue.
A conscientious effort has been made. I am sure General Shelton
is ready to testify to that point, and we had two, independent
groups that went out and looked at it. Am I not correct on that,
General?

General SHELTON. Sir, you are correct, and that work continues
today, as a matter of fact.

Senator WARNER. More emphasis is needed, but I want to say
that the Navy Department, in my judgment, has conscientiously, in
the last year, looked at those options very carefully.

I would like to move to another subject, which is that I certainly
commend our President. When he was a candidate and, indeed,
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now that he is President, he has recognized we have a situation
here at home, where perhaps only in the times of World War II did
we consider homeland defense. Under the leadership of our former
Chairman Roberts, and now our new Chairman Landrieu, the
Emerging Threats and Capabilities Subcommittee, which looks at
the future threats to this Nation, is bearing down again on home-
land defense. I will be scrutinizing your budget submission to make
sure that it is adequate, because we have to prepare for an attack
of a terrorist nature in cities here in the United States, and pre-
pare this Nation’s response.

You came before the Chairman and Ranking Members of the In-
telligence Committee, Armed Services Committee, Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, and the Appropriations Committee and gave us
your thoughts on how you could marshall the resources of your De-
partment to address this problem.

Clearly, the lines of authority, the lines of responsibility and how
we would respond can be improved. I hope you will take a leader-
ship role in doing that, so it is better understood who has what re-
sponsibility, should a crisis hit us.

Secretary RUMSFELD. Senator Warner, you know as well as any
the problem is serious. It is not some distant thought, it is some-
thing that this country simply must address.

It is also enormously complex. The Department of Defense, in
people’s minds, has the task of defending our country, and under
the law, as we all know, the responsibilities are elsewhere. The De-
partment of Defense is not a first responder with respect to the
kinds of attacks you are talking about, here at the homeland.

Senator WARNER. The Posse Comitatus Act, which goes way back
in our history and is a well-thought-out concept, stands as a bar-
rier, and I think it is going to remain. I doubt if we can modify it,
but the Department has enormous resources to bring to bear on a
crisis. If we had 5,000 casualties, we would have to turn to the sup-
plies within the Department to help that community instantly.

Secretary RUMSFELD. You are exactly right. If something hap-
pened in the United States of America, notwithstanding the law,
notwithstanding the way we are organized, the phone call would be
right to the Pentagon. The Pentagon has the organization with the
capabilities to deal with a major disruption from weapons of mass
destruction in the United States of America. Yet our society is not
organized so that the Pentagon has that responsibility. It does not,
and as you said, the President has asked Vice President Cheney to
address the issue and to help put some order and structure into it,
which he is in the process of doing.

Senator WARNER. General Shelton.

General SHELTON. Senator Warner, I believe, about 2 years ago
we gave a tasking to our Joint Forces Commander, General
Kernan, and before that Admiral Gehman, in Norfolk to stand up
Joint Task Force Civil Support. Its primary purpose was to make
sure that within the Department, we knew where all of these re-
sources that could assist whoever the lead Federal agency are.
Whether it was the Federal Emergency Management Agency or
some other organization, we would know that they were organized,
had the right training, had the equipment, and would be able to
move very rapidly in the event we had multiple locations that were
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hit simultaneously, not to take the lead, but to support whoever
was in the lead, realizing that they would look to us to provide this
type of support, as they normally do.

Of course, in the counterterrorism business we have a world-
class capabilities, but always in support of the Department of Jus-
tice, and again, with a waiver of posse comitatus by the President.

Senator WARNER. More needs to be done.

I will pick up on two other points, Mr. Secretary. First is the
stockpile stewardship program. While it is not under direct control
of your Department, the readiness of the stockpile itself to some ex-
tent, impacts on the men and women of the Armed Forces who
have to deal with nuclear weapons every day.

I suggest to you that you begin to review that, because it con-
cerns me, not only for the men and women of the Armed Forces
and the civilians that have to deal with this arsenal, but also for
the communities and the environs where they are housed. We have
to make certain of the safety and reliability of these weapons. From
a credibility standpoint if the reliability of our weapons is in ques-
tion that bears directly on deterrence. If a potential enemy feels
that our weapons have little value, then deterence goes.

Secretary RUMSFELD. You are exactly right, there is no question
that the safety and reliability of that stockpile is enormously im-
portant to the Department of Defense, as well as to the country.
It is part of the Department of Energy, as you well know, and Gen-
eral Gordon has the responsibility specifically within the Depart-
ment.

He has a program. I have been briefed on it. In my view, it is
a sensible program, a rational program. The problem that exists,
of course, is like others. At what pace are you able to fund that pro-
gram so that in fact you have a confidence level that you are deal-
ing properly with safety and reliability?

Senator WARNER. I think you should fund it at the pace that
technology can accept it, and judiciously and efficiently spend those
dollars. We are coming down on a curve where the stockpile, by the
very nature of its age, is beginning to raise potential questions of
safety and credibility, and we are going to have to make the deci-
sion as a Nation whether we go into production on certain new
weapons.

Secretary RUMSFELD. Senator, that program has been under-
funded for a series of years. It is just a brutal fact.

Senator WARNER. All right. I will address that later.

Lastly, could you bring us up to date on the policy that our Presi-
dent has established together with NATO as to the utilization of
NATO forces with respect to Macedonia. I believe our President
has indicated that our forces would be part of that effort as NATO
makes its decision. Is that generally correct?

Secretary RUMSFELD. The circumstance is that the United States
has, in the country of the former Yugoslavian Republic of Macedo-
nia, somewhere between 400 and 700 U.S. military at any given
time, depending on rotation. They have a variety of functions, but
most of the functions relate to supporting the forces in Kosovo,
which is, of course, just a short distance away.

They have been there for a number of years now. They do some
UAV work, they do some logistics work, and they do some transpor-
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tation work. There is a very small unit that was there to assist the
Government of Macedonia for a period, and I think that group left.

General SHELTON. Yes, sir.

Secretary RUMSFELD. The situation in the country is very dif-
ficult. There have been decades of hostility between the Albanians
and the rest of the population, as you know well. At the moment,
the Albanian representatives are still part of the government. At
the moment, most of the ethnic Albanians are still a part of the
military, although some non-trivial number left within the last 7
days, departed the military, which was unfortunate.

There are physical threats from Albanian extremists who are
using force and violence against the parliament a short distance
away, against the airport in Skopje, where our troops and our
UAVs are located. So they are at risk. There have been a lot of so-
called envoys. Secretary-General Robertson has been in and out
several times. Solana has been in and out several times. Now, the
French have appointed some man named Leotard who is going to
be going in there.

The government is young and it is facing a very difficult situa-
tion. They are not all in agreement, as anyone who reads the press
can tell. There are some tensions between various members of the
Macedonian Government. There is no way in the world to predict
what the outcome will be, whether or not a deal will finally be ar-
ranged for a cease-fire.

I will say that there recently has been something very good that
has happened in the area, and that was when the ground safety
zone actually was turned back over to the Serbs, and a great many
weapons were turned in voluntarily. It was done peacefully, there
was no violence, and it was exceedingly well done. It is possible
that some good things can happen there. It is also possible that it
can deteriorate rather rapidly. We had some buses that were as-
sisting in moving some A